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CURRENT TOPICS. 


NotTWITHSTANDING THE APPARENTLY formidable dimen- 
‘sions of the cause lists of the judges of the Chancery 
Division, there is a probability that, before long, there 
will not be sufficient causes to supply the daily lists of 
some of these judges. Vice-Chancellor Bacon, who 
has now upwards of sixty causes before him, is under- 
stood to anticipate that all his causes which are ready 
for hearing will be disposed of in the course of a fort- 
night or three weeks, and there are already rumours of 


arrangements being in progress for a transfer to his 
lordship. 





THE RECENT REMOVAL Of the Chancery Paymaster has 
Jeft vacant a large block of offices, originally built on part 
of the garden of Lincoln's-inn, and formerly occupied 
‘by the Chancery Registrars, the Record and Writ Clerks, 
the Inrolment Office, and the Chancery Paymaster. 
Under the provisions of two private Acts of Geo. 3, 
confirmed by the Act of 28 & 29 Vict. c, 48, the 
‘Society of Lincoln’s-inn, upon the Lord Chancellor's 
certifying to the Treasury that the business hitherto 
‘conducted in these buildings has been transferred 
‘to the Royal Courts of Justice, such certificate 
‘being filed in the Report Office, are entitled to repur- 








chase the site of the buildings at the price origi 
paid to the society for it, and also to take the buildings 
‘at a valuation as old building materials.” We may 
add that when the courts of the Chancery Division are 
removed to the Royal Courts of Justice, the court ereeted 
for the Vice-Chancellor of England, now occupied by 
Vice-Chancellor Malins, will, under the last-mentioned 
Act, become the property of the Society of Lincoln’s-inn, 
without their making any payment for the same or the 
materials thereof, and the society will also be entitled to 
be repaid all principal sums which they have, from 
time to time, since the year 1840, expended out of their 
funds in the erection and fitting up of courts for the use 
of the judges of the Court of Chancery, and otherwise 
for the benefit of that court. 


Tue BILL INTRODUCED LAST SESSION by Mr. Osborne 
Morgan ‘‘to improve the constitution and extend the 
district of the Middlesex Land Registry” (printed in 
eatenso, ante, p. 369), has this session been brought in 
by Mr. Hopwood. The provisions as to registered 
charges are, as we think wisely, omitted; and the Bill, 
as it now stands, proposes, first, to extend the district of 
the registry to the whole of the metropolis—that is to 
say, to the places mentioned in schedules A., B., and C, 
to the Metropolis Management Act, 1855; and next to 
re-organize the Registry Office, and compel a more con- 
venient system of keeping the index. We rather regret 
that the first of these objects should be attempted at 
present ; the proposal to extend the district of a register 
which has the reputation of being the most inconvenient 
in the kingdom will be strongly opposed, and the op- 
position may prove fatal to a measure which, of all 
the land law reforms, is most urgently needed. Mr. 
Joshua Williams, Q.C. has truly said that everyone 
complains of the Middlesex Registry, and Mr. Farrer told 
the Land Transfer Commissioners that “the searches 
occasion great trouble and some expense, and in many 
cases are impracticable. I have known solicitors. ask 
their clients to permit them to give up the search as 
useless, getting from their clients this authority on a 
written form in order to protect themselves against any 
charge of negligence.” The mode in which the Bill 
proposes to deal with the index follows in the 
main the suggestions which were made by cor- 
respondents in these columns two years ago. It is 
provided that the registrar shall divide the district 
into sub-districts, and keep a separate division of the 
register for each sub-district; that the index shall be so 
framed as to furnish references to places as well as to 
persons, and shall, as far as practicable, be based on the 
ordnance map; and provision is also made for official 
searches, and the issue of certificates of the results of 
such searches. 


SoME USEFUL INFORMATION as to the conditions under 
which the Post Office will produce, for judicial or other 
purposes, the originals of messages sent by telegraph, 
transpired at the hearing of the application for a sum- 
mons against Mr. Callan, M.P., for libel, at the Marl- 
borough-street Police-court, on Thursday last. The 
judges have always shown great unwillingness to compel 
the production of these documents. Thus in The Taun- 
ton Election Petition (2 O'M. & H. 72-3), Grove, J., said 
that the matter was one involving a great deal of diffi- 
culty on public grounds, and he refrained from giving 
any decision on the question until he had consulted the 
other election judges. The unanimous judgment of 
those judges was that, without expressing a formal 
decision, the court ought not to interfere to compel the 
production of telegrams demanded, or even to say any- 
thing to the officers of the Post Office to procure their 
production. The learned judge added, “I am not by 
this decision saying that cases might not arise where, upon 
strong specific grounds being shown, the judge might 
interpose his authority.” The point also arose in The 
Stroud Election Petition (2 O'M. & H. 110-112), where 
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Mr. Baron Bramwell said, ‘‘ I have a strong impression 
that these documents are in the custody of her Majesty, 
and that you have no right to bring them here, any 
more than a banker’s clerk has a right to bring his 
master’s ledger.” The learned judge having been 
urged by counsel to compel the Post Office official, who 
declined to give in the telegram, to produce it, refused 
to accede to counsel’s request, adding, ‘‘I will not en- 
force the production of the telegram by summary pro- 
ceedings of commitment for contempt of court. I 
should add, however,” he concluded, “to the remarks 
I have made, that the Crown could always say, ‘We 
think this ought to be done, and we shall raise no ob- 
jection to its production.’’’ The result of the proceed- 
ings at the Police-court, on Thursday last, would seem 
to show that the Post Office authorities have adopted the 
suggestion of the learned judge, and are now willing to 
produce these documents (or at all events news telegrams 
addressed to newspapers) in legal proceedings in which 
they may judge such production to be necessary. But 
it appears that they will always require a written 
authority for production to be furnished, signed either 
by (1) the sender of the message, or (2) the receiver of 
the message, or (3), in the case of Ireland, by the Lord 
Lieutenant. In the recent case the original message 
was produced upon a request from the receiver. 


Or THE MANY MEASURES introduced to amend the 
Agricultural Holdings Act, Mr. Stavely Hill’s is the 
simplest. It proposes to provide that it shall not be 
competent for a landlord or tenant to withdraw bimself 
from the compensation provisions of the Act, unless there 
shall be provided ‘‘ under or by an agreement subsisting 
between them at the time of the termination of the 
tenancy, a compensation to the tenant of an amount at 
least equal to that provided by the said Act.” This 
ignores altogether the compensation under the custom of 
the couutry, which we believe is—at all events as regards 
the second and third classes of improvements—often 
more advantageous to the tenant than the provisions of 
the Agricultural Holdings Act. But the peculiarity of 
the proposed clause is the mode provided for deciding 
whether the compensation under the agreement is or is 
not equal in amount to that provided by the Act. This 
is by allowing the tenant, after he has entered into an 
agreement with his landlord excluding the Act, or pro- 
viding tor special compensation, to break it if he thinks 
proper. It is provided that “for the purpose of deter- 
mining whether the compensation provided by the 
agreement is of such equal amount, be it enacted 
that notwithstanding anything contained in the agree- 
ment for tenancy, or any other agreement between 
him and his landlord, a tenant may give notice, 
in the manner provided by section 20 of the 
said Act, that he will proceed to make his claim 
under that Act as though no agreement were subsisting 
between them,” and, thereupon, ‘‘all questions as to 
compensation shall be settled in manner provided by the 
said Act; and the agreement for tenancy and any other 
agreement existing between the landlord and tenant shall, 
so far as any question in respect of compensation between 
such landlurd and tenant is affected thereby, become, 
and be wholly void and of no effect.” The learned 
putative father of this singular Dill appears to have 
omitted to observe that the Agricultural Holdings Act 
does not provide anything like a complete scheme of 
compensation to the tenant, and that if his Bill passes 
into law, and the tenant gives notice as provided in the 
clause last cited, he will lose the benefit of any agree- 
ment he may have made with the landlord as to compen- 
sation for fallows, and many other matters not included in 
the three classes of improvements mentioned in the Act. 





A curious LITTLE PornT was raised before Mr. Justice 
Fry last week. The learned judge had intimated to 





the official solicitor of the court that a solicitor who was 
a defendant in an action had been guilty of improper 
conduct. The official solicitor thereupon applied to Mr. 
Justice Fry for leave to serve notice of motion on the 
solicitor to show cause why he should not be struck off the 
roll, the application being made, not only in the action, 
Wut also in the matter of the solicitor. By the order of the 
Lord Chancellor (made under ord. 5, r. 4a.), dated 19th 
June, 1877 (21 Soxtcrrors’ Journat, 688), it was 
directed that “no cause or matter shall, until further 
order, be assigned to Mr. Justice Fry by the same being 
marked by the plaintiff or petitioner with the name of 
the said Mr. Justice Fry;” but under ord. 51, r. la,. 
when any cause has been transferred for the purpose of 
trial or hearing only, the judge to whom the cause is 
transferred may direct that “ any further proceedings 
therein, before or after the hearing or trial thereof, shall 
be taken and prosecuted before himself.” The learned 
judge doubted whether, under this last rule, he had 
power to entertain the application, but, ultimately, hav- 
ing regard to the authority over solicitors given by sec- 
tion 87 of the Judicature Act, 1873, to “any judge” 
of the High Court, he gave leave to serve notice for a 
motion before himself. 





Mr. Commissioner Kerr has recommenced his humour. 
ous orations on the sins of the legal profession. The 
first of the present season was delivered on the 7th inst., 
and appears to have been a great success. A defendant 
opened the proceedings by remarking that the plaintiff’s- 
demand ‘‘ was only increased after it got into the hands 
of the lawyer,” whereupon the commissioner broke in 
with “‘ Have you not had sufficient experience of lawyers- 
to know that it is best to make peace with your enemies 
while you are in the way with them?” This exquisite 
Scriptural joke was received with ‘‘ laughter,” encouraged 
by which the commissioner proceeded to say, ‘* Because, 
if not, I can tell you that after it gets into the hands 
of the lawyers a claim at once becomes four times as 
big as it was.” This sentiment appears to have fairly 
brought down the audiexce; and, amid ‘‘ renewed 
laughter,” the Court proceeded to less important business: 





Suirs TO ASCERTAIN uouNDARIES, though belonging: 
to a head of equitable jurisdiction known to every ap- 
prentice, have of late years been very unusual. A good 
reason for this disuse appears from the result of the- 
action of Spike v. Harding, which was recently before 
Vice-Chancellor Hall. On further consideration, the 
judge stated that it is not the rule of the court in 
such cases to make costs follow the event. The litiga- 
tion in these suits—whether a commission is granted or 
(as was done in the recent case) an inquiry directed— 
is costly; and the expenses of either side would soon 
run away with the fee-simple value of the debated terri- 
tory. 





THE OFFICIAL REFEREES have recently been somewhat 
less at leisure, and in course of time may earn & 
respectable portion of their salaries, We believe that 
up to the beginning of the present year the cases before 
them averaged, for the four years during which they 
have blessed the profession with their services, about 
sixteen cases a year for each referee. But we hear that 
during the present year the number of cases has already 
reached the high average of about twenty for each of 
these learned and hitherto comparatively unoccupied 
gentlemen. 
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A MAN AND HIS NAME. 
I. 


Many years have passed and much has happened 
since the question—‘‘ What’s in a name ?’’—was first 
asked, but the time has not yet come for the lawyer to 
deny that there is much in a name which concerns 
him. The common law courts and the judges at 
Nisi Prius have their time occupied for weeks with 
libel cases which have all come of “calling names,’ 
while the chancery practitioner surveys an elongated list 
of actions arising out of the usé or misuse of names 
bestowed by parents or sponsors. The extent of litiga- 
tion which has originated in this source is beyond 
dispute, as will appear from the amount of authority to 
which it will be necessary to refer in considering, from 
an equity point of view, the rights and duties of men in 
respect of their names. 

Let us take, first, a man’s rights in respect of his name. 
A very lucid and valuable statement of the general law 
on this subject will be found in the judgment of the 
Privy Council (delivered by the late Lord Chelmsford) in 
the case of Du Boulay v. Du Boulay (17 W. R. 594, 
L. R. 2 P. C. 441), where the object of the suit in which 
the appeal was brought was to restrain one man from 
assuming another man’s family name. What Lord 
Chelmsford says is this—‘‘In this country we do not 
recognize the absolute right of a person to a particular 
name to the extent of entitling him to prevent the as- 
sumption of that name by a stranger. The right to the 
exclusive use of a name in connection with a trade or 
business is familiar to our law; and any person using 
that name, after a relative right of this description bas 
been acquired by another, is considered to be guilty of 
a fraud, or, at least, of an invasion of another’s rights, 
and renders himself liable to an action, or he may be 
restrained from the use of the name by injunction. But 
the mere assumption of a name which is the patronymic 
of afamily by a stranger who had never before been 
called by that name, whatever cause of annoyance it 
may be to the family, is a grievance for which our law 
affords no redress.” 

. In discussions on this topic the case of Clark v. Free- 
man (11 Beav. 112) is always made the subject of much 
remark, and the exact effect of the decision does not 
appear to be even yet clearly ascertained. Lord Lang- 
dale there refused to accede to the contention of an 
eminent physician, named Sir James Clark, who did not 
manufacture or sell pills or other medicines, and to 
restrain another person from advertising or selling pilis 
under the name of ‘Sir J, Clark’s Consumption Pills.” 
There could, of course, be no question with respect to 
the object the defendant had in view, but the Master of 
the Rolls ccnsidered that, since the plaintiff did not sell 
pills, there could be no injury to property even if the 
defendant’s pills were bought under the impression that 
they were made by the plaintiff ; the plaintiff could not 
thereby lose the sale of any genuine pills. Other judges 
have observed unfavourably upon this decision, and Lord 
Cairns, in Maxwell vy. Hogg (15 W. R. 467, L. R. 2 Ch. 
307), said that it had always appeared to him that the 
case might have been decided in favour of the plaintiff, 
on the ground that he had a property in his own name, 
Of course, no one but Lord Cairns himself can state 
positively in what precise sense he used the words “ prop- 
erty in his own name,” but it certainly seems that those 
words are sometimes ‘understood in a sense which his 
lordship could hardly have attributed to them. It seems 
impossible that his lordship could have meant to say 
that the mere fact of Sir J. Clark being so named 
entitled him to sue; in the very same judgment Lord 
Cairns, speaking of the acquisition of a trade-mark, said 
that protection could not be given where there had been 
no sale, or offering for sale, of the articles to which the 
name was to be attached; but it seems that the two 
statements are perfectly reconcilable if his lordship is 
understood to have regarded Sir J. Clark’s great reputa- 





tion as a medical adviser, and the value which his 
name had acguired therefrom, to have practically in- 
cluded a reputation for the composition of the medicines 
he recommended, and to have entitled him to protection 
against anything which might injure the pecuniary value 
of the eminent position he filled in medical matters 
generally. If this suggestion be correct, Lord Cairns’ 
observation only amounts to this, that Lord Langdale’s 
principle was correct, but that he applied it somewhat 
too narrowly, since he ought to have regarded Sir J. 
Clark as the proprietor of a valuable medical business, 
of which pill making and dispensing generally formed a 
mere subordinate branch. 

Once admit that the owner of a name uses it in his 
business, whatever that may be, then the remarks of 
Lord Justice James in the recent case of Levy v. Walker 
(L. R. 10 Ch. D. 436) become applicable: ‘* The sole 
right to restrain anybody from using any name that he 
likes in the course of any business he chooses to carry 
on is a right in the nature of a trade-mark. That is 
to say, somebody has a right to say, ‘ You must not usa 
a name, whether fictitious or real, or a description, 
whether true or not, which is intended to represent, or 
is calculated to represent, to the world that your business 
is my business, and therefore deprive me by a fraudu- 
lent mis-statement of yours of the profits of the 
business which would otherwise come to me.’ That is 
the sole principle on which the court interferes. The 
court interferes solely for the purposeof protecting the 
owner of a trade or business from a fraudulent invasion 
of that business by somebody else. It does not interfere 
to prevent the world outside from being misled into any- 
thing.’’ A good example of the case in which the court 
does interfere is Cave v. Myers, in which Vice-Chancelloz 
Giffard (December 3, 1868) granted an injunction to 
restrain a fraudulent imitation of the name of a trades- 
man named “‘ Cave,” by a neighbour who, occupying a 
corner shop, painted up the name ‘‘ Cavendish House ’” 
in such a manner that “ Cave” alone appeared 
in the same street as the plaintiff's shop, the remainder 
of the inscription being round the corner of the next 
street. 


In Levy v. Walker Lord Justice James speaks of 
the right to restrain the use of a particular name in a 
particular business as “‘a right in the nature of a trade- 
mark,’ but when a name has been employed in an 
appropriate manner, the right acquired therein is not 
merely a right in the nature of a trade-mark, butit is an 
actual and positive right of trade-mark, for, to use Lord 
Hatherley’s language in Ainsworth v. Walmsley (14 
W. R. 363, L. R. 1 Eq.518)—‘“Is not a man’s name as 
strong an instance of trade-mark as can be suggested ?— 
subject only to this inconvenience, that if a Mr. 
Jones or a Mr. Brown relies on his name, he may 
find it a very inadequate security, because 
there may be several other manufacturers of 
the same name.” Injunctions have repeatedly beem 
granted, both in England and America, to restrain the 
use of names which have become trade-marks, as, for 
instance, in Ainsworth v. Walmsley; Rodgers v. Nowilt 
(6 Hare, 325); Holloway v. Holloway (13 Beav. 209); 
Wolfe v. Barnett (13 Amer. Rep. 111); and many more 
cases might be cited. In Scotland, too, as early as 1823, 
an interdict was granted in Wilkie v. McCulloch 
(2 S. 413) to restrain the wrongful use on ploughs of 
the name of a well-known plough manufacturer. 
There is, then, no doubt that it is generally recognized 
that a name may become and be protected by a trade- 
mark when the necessary conditions have been complied 
with, subject, indeed, to the limitation pointed out in 
Ainsworth v. Walmsley, which was thus re-stated by 
the Supreme Court of Massachusetts in a case which 
came before that tribunal—Gilman v. Hunnewell 
(122 Mass. 139)—“ A person may have a right in his 
own name asa trade-mark as a@ person of a 
different name. But he cannot have such a right 
as against another person of the same name, unless the 
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defendant uses a form of stamp or label so like that 

used by the plaintiff as to represent that the defendant's 
goods are of the plaintiff's manufacture.” The law on 
the whole subject was carefully considered and laid 
down in the same way by the highest court in the United 
States in McLean v. Fleming (96 U.S. Rep. 245). In 
Howe v. Howe Machine Company (50 Barb. 8. C. 236) it 
was even held that A. B. Howe, who had been accustomed 
to manufacture sewing machines under a licence from 
his brother, the original patentee and inventor, Elias 

Howe, and tomark such machines with the name of 
“‘ Howe,” was entitled to a right in the name capable of 
protection even against Elias Howe and those claiming 
through him, though no injunction was actually granted, 
there being a question to be decided with respect to an 
alleged agreement between the parties, authorizing the 
defendant tu use the name. 





————a 





EFFECT OF SIGNATURE OF NAME COM. 
MON TO FIRM AND INDIVIDUAL MEM- 
BER OF FIRM. 


Tue case of the Yorkshire Banking Company v. 
Beatson (L. R. 5 C. P. D. 109), recently decided in 
the Court of Appeal, raised several points of im- 
portance which had been considered doubtful with 
regard to the law of negotiable instruments. It 
not unfrequently happens that the business of a firm 
is carried on under the name of an individual partner. 
It is a general rule with regard to bills of exchange 
and other instruments that, in order to bind the firm, 
the signature must be that of the name or style of the 
firm. But, of course, where the name or style of the 
firm is the same as that of an individual partner, a difii- 
culty may arise with regard to the effect of an instru- 
ment signed in such name. The facts of the case we 
refer to were briefly these:—A. and B. carried on 
business in partnership. 3B. was a dormant partner, and 
A. was the sole ostensible partner, the business being 
carried onin his name only. A. entered into accom- 
modation transactions for his private purposes, and 
without the authority of B. accepted and indorsed bills 
of exchange in his own name. In so doing he did not 
intend to bind B., but considered the bills as private 
transactions, and signed them merely on his own behalf. 
The plaintiffs became bond fide holders for value of the 
bills so signed, and took the bills as the bills of the 
proprietor or proprietors of the business carried on by 
the partnership, whoever he or they might be, and not 
merely asthe private bills of A. Besides the business 
of the partnership, A. was not engaged in any business. 
It was held that the plaintiffs could not recover against 
B. upon the bills. The court, in giving judgment, ap- 
pear to have laid down the following propositions, which 
are summarized in the head-note of the report :—First, 
when a signature is common to an individual and a firm 
of which the individual is a member, a bond fide holder 
for value of a bill bearing such signature, without notice 
whose paper it is, has not an option to sue either the 
individual or the firm ; secondly, there is, however, a 
presumption that the bill was given for the firm, at 
least, when the individual member carries on no busi- 
ness separate from the business of the firm of which he 
is amember ; but, thirdly, this presumption may be re- 
butted by proof that the bill was signed, not in the name 
of the partnership, but of the individual for his private 
purposes, and it is immaterial that the bond fide holder 
took the bill as the bill of the proprietors of the partner- 
ship business, whoever they might be, and not merely as 
that of the individual. 

‘We cannot help somewhat doubting the soundness of 
the general proposition that there never can be a right to 
lectin such a case whether you will sue the individual 
partner or the firm. Dicta are no doubt to be found in 
the text-books to ‘the effect that you cannot have an 
option to sue either of two parties on one signature to a 





bill of exchange, because the law of negotiable instru- 
ments is that, in order to be liable on the instrument, the 
defendant’s name must appear as that of a party on the 
instrument. That principle is an obvious one with regard 
to ordinary cases. You cannot make B. a 
party to a bill because it bears A.’s signature, even 
though A. was agent for B. in the transaction. That 
class of cases docs not help much here. An ambiguous 
signature being used, it may, as it seems to us, be a ques- 
tion whether under certain circumstances a right may 
not exist in favour of the holder of the bill, to elect which 
effect he will give to the signature. We think that 
the first proposition decided by the court must be 
looked at with relation to the circumstances of the par- 
ticular case, and that it cannot be considered as abso- 
lutely determined yet that there never can be such a 
right of election. It seems almost impossible to suggest 
that under any circumstances the individual member 
signing the bill could not be held solely liable on a bill 
signed in his own name by which he intended to bind 
himself solely for his cwn private purposes. If it is to 
be assumed that there can never be a right of election, 
of course it follows from this that the firm can never be 
liable on such a bill; but we cannot think the matter so 
obvious or capable of being so simply disposed of. 
Neither the ordinary doctrine with “egard to principal and 
agent, nor the exception to it with regard to negotiable 
instruments, appears to afford sufficient materials for a 
solution of the problem. 

The second point. decided by the court seems to us the 
more important—viz., that the onus of showing that the 
bill was the private bill of the individual member and not 
the bill of the firm lay on the dormant partner. The argu- 
ment ab inconvenienti upon which the court proceeded 
appears to us to be almost irresistible. They say, in 
giving judgment, “The vast majority of bills given 
under the circumstances supposed would be really 
partnership bills, and yet it would be often difficult, if 
not impossible, for the holders of such bills to do more 
than prove that the only trade carried on under the 
individual name was the trade of a partnership ; and if 
they were compelled to go further and prove that the par- 
ticular bill was a partnership bill, the effect might be 
that in many cases dormant partners, and in some cases 
ostensible ones too, might escape from just liabilities.” 
The court below had held otherwise on the supposed 
result of the English and American authorities ; but the 
Court of Appeal, on a full review of those authorities, 
thought they did not bear the construction that had been 
put upon them. 

At first sight it seemed to us that the principle 
involved in the second proposition was somewhat 
antagonistic to what we supposed to be the effect of the 
third proposition. But on a careful perusal of the 
reports it will be observed that the court do not, in the 
third proposition, say that a bond fide holder, who takes 
the bill, knowing of the existence of the dormant partner 
sought to be charged, and intending to give credit to the 
firm, cannot recover against such partner. In the case 
in question the holder of the bill was treated as having 
taken the bill as the bill of the proprietor or proprietors 
of the business, whoever they might be, but he had 
never heard of B., the dormant partner, whom it was 
sought toJmake liable together with the partner who 
signed the bill. He never knew of any one but the 
ostensible partner in connection with the business. 
Unless due notice is taken of this fact, the decision may 
mislead. There was no reason in justice why the holder 
skould be entitled to have recourse to B., whom he had 
not trusted, and of whom he had never even heard. 
When this consideration is duly appreciated, it appears 
to us that the actual decision in the case becomes a very 
obvious affair, hardly worth so much elaboration as it 
received. It might have been assumed, rather than 
decided, that the onus lay on ‘the defendant B. of 
showing that this was a private bill. Assuming that it 
did,.he having shown this, the only question remaining 
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was what, in such a case, was his liability—a question 
which, for the reasons above alluded to, seems to us 
comparatively easy of solution. The whole thing 
resolves itself into this, A man gives a bill for his own 
private purposes in his own name, intending to bind him- 
self only. He happens to carry on business in con- 
junction with another person under the same name. 
Why should a person, who takes the bill without any 
reason for thinking that he is taking any but the bill of 
the individual, be entitled to make the partner liable ? 
The thing is too simple. Why should recourse be 
necessary to a long train of English and American 
authorities to solve such a question? The court, how- 
ever, thought it desiratle to consider and express their 
judgment on the point involved in their second proposi- 
tion, and as to the importance of this point there can be 
no doubt. 

The interesting question that this case seems to us to 
leave open is whether, if the person taking the bill 
knows of the other partner, and takes the bill as a part- 
nership bill, he can charge the partners, though the bill 
was, in fact, drawn by the individual for his private 
purposes. It seems to us that a strong argument may 
be drawn from the second proposition laid down in the 
jndgment in favour of the view that he may. If the 
presumption, as a matter of evidence, is that a bill 
drawn under such circumstances is a trade bill drawn 
by the partnership, it seems to us arguable that, 
as a matter of business, a person taking the bill is en- 
titled similarly to presume that the bill is a partnership 
bill, and if he does so presume the partnership will 
be liable. The question seems to us to turn on con- 
siderations of expediency. If the law were laid down 
one way or the other, no business man taking a bill of 
this sort could afterwards complain of hardship, for he 
would do so with his eyes open to the risk. The real 
question seems to be whether it would be reasonable or 
practicable to throw on persons engaged in business the 
necessity of inquiring in every case where a bill bearing 
a name common to a firm and an individual was pre- 
sented to them whether it was the bill of the individual 
only or of him and the other persons whom they knew 
to be partners. Such inquiries would often be trouble- 
some, and would cause delay, and in some cases it might 
be practically impossible to make them. At the same 
time, if we could suppose that it would prevent partner- 
ships from being carried on under the name of a single 
individual, we think it would be an advantage, because it 
is obvious, from the considerations that arise out of the 
case we have been discussing, that inconveniences and 
anomalies result therefrom. It seems to us an anomaly 
that different parties should be the parties to a bill of 
exchange according to the state of knowledge of the 
party taking it, and this may possibly be a difficulty in 
the way of the view that the dormant partner can be 
liable upon the bill given by the ostensible partner for his 
private purposes. 


; ————- 


The Social Science Association have received from the 
president of the Juristic Society of Berlin a communica- 
tion in reference to the prize of 6,900 marks to be offered 
in the year 1882 for an essay on “The Formule in the 
Perpetual Edict of Hadrian, in their Wording and Con- 
nection.”” The Savigny Foundation is a fund subseribed 
in commemoration of the great lawyer, Von Savigny, 
the interest of which is applied every two years in a prize 
for an essay on a legal subject, the adjudicators being 
the Imperial or Royal Academies of Sciences of Vienna, 
Munich, and Berlin, in rotation. The competition, from 
which only the ordinary home members of the Royal 
Bavarian Academy are excluded, is confined to no 
nationality. The essays, which must be written in 
Latin, German, English, French, or Italian, must be 
sent in by the 28th of March, 1882, addressed te the 
Royal Bavarian Academy of Sciences, and bearing, 
instead of the author’s name, a motto, repeated in a 
Closed envelope containing the author's name. 











Recent Becistang. 


IMMUNITY OF PUBLIC SHIP, NOT A SHIP 
OF WAR. 


(The Parlement Belge, 0.A., 28 W. R. 642.) 


There arose in this case the exact question referred to 
by Mr. Justice Blackburn in The Charkieh (26 W. R. 
438, L. R. 8 Q. B. 201) as a difficult question of inter- 
national law: What is the liability of a vessel, not a 
ship of war, which is the property of a foreign State, 
when she causes damage by a ccllision to another vessel ? 
Does the cireumstance of her being the property of a 
foreign State oust the jurisdiction of the English Court 
of Admiralty? This question has never before been dis- 
tinctly decided in England. In the case of The Fring 
Frederik (2 Dodson, 451) the question was raised, but 
not decided, whether an armed ship of war belonging to 
the King of the Netherlands was liable to civil process 
in a British port. In The Schooner Exchange v. 
McFaddon (7 Cranch. 116) it was decided by the Supreme 
Court of the United States that an armed ship of war of 
a foreign Sovereign coming into the ports of the United 
States was exempt from the jurisdiction of the courts of 
that country, and the principle has since been generally 
recognized, Dr. Lushington seems to have first extended 
it to a troopship (The Athol, 1 W. Rob. 374); andin Briggs 
v. The Light Boats (11 Allen, 157) the Supreme Court 
of Massachusetts explained the reason of the im- 
munity of ships of war as being that they are public 
property, and laid down the broad princirle that the 
public property of the Government of any State, in use 
for public purposes, is beyond the jurisdiction of the 
courts of its own or any other State. On the other hand; 
Mr. Justice Story, in United States v. Wilder (3 Summer, 
at p. 315), said that the immunity might well apply to 
property, like public ships of war, held by the Sovereign 
jure corone, and not be applicable to the common 
property of the Sovereign of a commercial character. 
The case of The Schooner Exchange, he added, deeided 
that ships of war coming into the ports of the United 
States were exempt from all process, but it did not 
decide that the property of a foreign Sovereign, not 
belonging to his military or naval establishment, was. 
entitled to a similar exemption. 

In the recent case—where it was sought to render a: 
Belgian mail packet, which was a public vessel of the 
Belgian State, liable fora collision—the Court of Appeal 
adopted both the decision and the reasons given in 
Briggs v. The Light Boats, and laid it down that “as a 
consequence of the absolute independence of every 
sovereign authority, and of the international comity 
which induces every sovereign State to respect the inde- 
pendence and dignity of every other sovereign State, 
each and every one declines to exercise by means of its 
courts any of its territorial jurisdiction over the person 
of any Sovereign or ambassador of any other State, or 
over the public property of any State which is destined 
to public use, or over the property of any ambassador, 
though such Sovereign, ambassador, or property -be 
within its territory, and, therefore, but for the common. 
agreement, subject to its jurisdiction.” 





BILLS OF SALE. 

(National Mercantile Bank v. Hampson, Q.B.D., 28° 
W. R. 424; Taylor v. McKeand & Co., O.P.Ds, 28: 
W. R. 628.) Fe 
It is odd that in the first of these cases it should’ Have 

been thought open to doubt that a bill of sale of all his’ 

growing crops, goods, chattels, and effects, given by a 

farmer and dealer, implied an authority to carry on his 

trade, and to sell in the ordinary course of such trade. 

It would obviously be as much opposed to the interests: 

of the grantee of the bill of sale as of the grantor not. 

to imply such a power, and the court had no difficulty 
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in deciding in favour of the power. But the sale must, 

ofZcourse, be bond fide and in the ordinary course of 
business; hence, in the second case, where a jury in an 

action by the grantee of a bill of sale for wrongful con- 

version had found that the sale by the grantor was 
fraudulent and not in the ordinary course of business, 
the court held that the plaintiff must succeed. The 
case deserves notice as showing the advantage to the 
bench and the profession of the so-called “ unauthorized” 
reports. “I am aware,” said Lord Coleridge, in deliver- 
ing judgment, ‘‘that in the report of the National 
Mercantile Bank v. Hampson in the Law Reports, the 
words ‘in the ordinary course of his trade’ do not 
appear, but I may say that I feel sure that the WEEKLY 
Reporter is more accurate in that respect for two 
reasons: (1) because I think it is evident from the rest 
of the reasoning of Mr, Justice Lush; and (2) because 
it says in the statement of defence that the defendant 
bought them ‘in the ordinary course of his business,’ 
and that ‘it was the ordinary course of Seaman (the 
grantor) in such business to make such sale.’ I have 
really no doubt that my brother Lush did use the words 
in question.” It appears not improbable that if the report 
in the Wzexty Reporrer had been before the solicitors 
and counsel in Zaylor v. McKeand & Co. that action 
would never have been brought. 








Rebtews. 
NEGLIGENCE. 


A Treatise on THE Law or NEGLIGENCE. 
Smirn, B.A. Stevens & Sons. 

There is no topic which is more frequently involved in 
litigation of various descriptions than that which forms 
the subject of this treatise. The law of negligence 
is, however, a topic which it is almost impossible to 
reduce within accurate general propositions. Our own 
law, as well as the Roman law, upon which it is largely 
founded in this respect, has distinguished between the 
degrees of care rendered obligatory by different classes 
of relations ; and toa very considerable extent the classi- 
fication adopted by Mr. Horace Smith depends upon these 
distinctions. There are difficulties connected with such a 
mode of classification, in which distinctions depend on 
matter of degree. But all subjects do not admit of a 
perfectly satisfactory logical classification ; and though 
we were at first doubtful whether this mode of arrange- 
ment was good, we are not sure that a better one could 
have been adopted. The three principal divisions adopted 
are neglect of duties requiring ordinary care, more than 
ordinary care, and less than ordinary care. Under each 
head come a variety of subordinate heads, which may be 
said to constitute the species of the genus—that is to 
say, the various classes of cases'in which the particular 
degree of care is required. 

The definition given of negligence is, perhaps, as suc- 
cessful as any definition could be. ‘‘ Negligence in law 
is a breach of duty unintentional and proximately pro- 
ducing injury to another possessing equal rights.” The 
author elaborately justifies each of the terms of the 
definition. To some part of this definition we could find 
objections. We doubt whether it is essential that the 
breach of duty should be unintentional. A man may 
break a duty and he may intend to break it, and yet we 
think it may be negligence in law. It seems to us that 
the idea really intended to be conveyed is that he does 
not intend the consequences. The observations of the 
author on the words “ possessing equal rights,’’ as a part 
of the definition, are interesting, but to our mind the idea 
involved is too abstract and metaphysical to afford much 
practical test in judging of the existence of negligence. 
It seems to us, however, that legal definitions can seldom 
be perfect. 

There are two uses of a work of this nature. It is 
useful, not only as a treatise by way of instruction in 
principles, but also as a means of discovering authorities, 


By Horace 





Here a good index is very valuable, and the book appears 
to us to be excellent in that respect. In order fairly to 
judge of the book it is necessary to have regard to its 
scope. Many cases of negligence arise out of very special 
contractual relations and matters of business, such as 
shipping and other mercantile matters. It was beyond 
the scope of the book to go into these matters at any 
length. ‘T'he more immediate object of the work, as we 
gather from the author's account of it, is to afforda 
ready means of reference to the law and the authorities 
on the subject of negligence with regard to the more 
ordinary circumstances and relations of life. It seems to 
us, so far as we can judge, that the author has performed 
his task with judgment and skill, bearing in mind the 
object at which he aimed. We may add a word of com- 
mendation for a device which the author has adopted. 
He cites the authorities for the propositions in the text 
in footnotes in the usual way, but in citing a case he 
adds a few words indicating its subject-matter, such as 
“scaffolding in pit obstructing ventilation,” ‘‘shaft of 
mine,” “ machine left near hoarding in dangerous posi- 
tion,’ &c. This appears likely to be useful. It gives an 
intimation to any one searching for authorities whether 
the case in question is likely to be in point. 








General CaorresponVence. 


THE BILLS OF SALE ACT AMENDMENT 
BILL. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I am glad you have devoted some space to a 
consideration of the above-named Bill. 

There is certainly a mistake in the preamble of the 
Bill, for instead of reading ‘‘ Whereas it is expedient to 
amend the Bills of Sale Act,” it ought to read ‘* Whereas 
it is expedient to abolish bills of sale,” for the latter 
will probably be its effect should it become law. The 
provisions for making a bill of sale void if the donor 
commit an act of bankruptcy within a certain time after 
the execution of the bill, and for requiring every bill of 
sale to be advertised in the London Gazette, are monstrous, 
I believe the desire of the commercial community, as re- 
presented by the Association of Chambers of Commerce, is 
to prevent traders from giving bills of sale upon trade 
stocks and property of a shifting nature which is not 
paid for. There is nothing objectionable in this, and in 
order to put such a desirable restriction on bills of sale, 
all that is required is a provision that the grantor of a 
bill of sale should, at the time of its execution, make a 
statutory declaration before the solicitor who attests 
such execution that the goods comprised in the security 
are then the bond jide property of the grantor, and that 
he is not indebted to any person in respect of the 
purchase-money of any part of such goods. 

This would prevent traders from giving bills of sale 
upon unpaid-for stocks-in-trade, but would not affect 
the right of a private individual to give a bill of sale on 
his goods and chattels, while the provisions of the Bill 
under consideration would practically abolish such @ 
legitimate security. 


I hope your attention will also be given to another — 


Bill before Parliament, also introduced at the instance 
of the Associated Chambers of Commerce—viz., ‘‘ A Bill 
to Amend the Bankruptcy Act, 1869.” The Chambers 
of Commerce, and other mercantile bodies, are anxious 
to secure this session some sort of amendment of the 
existing bankruptcy laws, but i have no hesitation in 
saying that should this Bill become law, it would in 
many respects make matters worse than they are at 
present. I cannot but think that the inconsistencies 
and anomalies which ‘are apparent to anyone giving @ 
critical consideration to these Bills, must be attributed 
to the carelessness or incompetency of the draftsman. 
It cannot be supposed that Mr. Whitwell, and the other 
members of Parliament whose names are associated with 
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his in these matters, can be cognizant of the effect of 
many of the provisions of the Bills. A. 
London, July 10. 





ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF DEEDS BY 
MARRIED WOMEN. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—I think the time has come when the nonsense 
(for it is nothing else) of acknowledging deeds by married 
women may be dispensed with, and I am glad to see by the 
report of the committee of the Provincial Law Societies, 
clause 30, in your paper of the 5th inst., that they 
are taking the matter up. Their recommendation, how- 
ever, does not go far enough, as it proposes to retain 
the special commissioners—the present chief source of 
difficulty and expense. 

I hope we shall soon live to see the day when the laws 
relating to married women will be abolished, and women 
shall be able to sign deeds and dispose of their property 
asif unmarried. Speaking from a tolerably long and exten- 
sive experience, I am satisfied it would be the best thing 
to do, but until it is done [ submit that the present 
system should be abolished in toto, and that every neces- 
sary security will be given to married women by pro- 
viding for a certificate in the margin of deeds, as sug- 
gested in clause 30 of the report, but signed only by the 
woman and any solicitor specially designated by her, 
and who may very properly be the solicitor who prepares 
the deed. 

The present system has become a farce, and not one 
woman in a hundred understands it. The expense is a 
serious obstacle to the disposal of property, and it 
frequently happens that we do not get the office copies 
of the certificate for six months, during which time the 
property may have changed hands several times; nor, 
for the life of me, can I see why the fact of a married 
woman having executed a deed of the most strictly pri- 
vate character should be made a matter of public record.” 

June 8, An Oxp PractivionER. 





A LONG-LOOKED-FOR WINDFALL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 
Sir,—In 1823 a barrister named White bequeathed 
the bulk of his property to the trustees of the British 
Museum, subject to the life interest of his widow. It 
was not until lust year (fifty-seven years after the be- 
quest) that the widow died, but the amount—about 
£65,000—has now been handed over, and the trustees 
have made a beginning towards utilizing tho same for 
museum purposes. 
T have not come across a similar bequest by a barris- 
ter, and you may like to note the case. 
June 7, Epwarp Preston. 





If we may judge from a case decided last year by the 
Cour de Paris, the French law differs considerably from 
the English with respect to the extent to which it 
recognizes a right of property in a name. Connected 
with a business a name may become a valuable property 
in England, but apart from such a connection it has been 
laid down that there can be no property therein. Inthe 
case, however, to which we refer, the representatives of a 
former conductor of an orchestra were held to have a 
sufficient interest in his name to prevent its continued 
use by the lessee of the concert and ball-room at which 
he had been accustomed to preside, although, for 
Many years the room had been commonly known and 
spoken of as the ‘‘ Salle Valentino.’ For many years, 
in fact, the name had been placed on the front of the 
toom, and on the various articles belonging to the pro- 
prietors, without any objection ever being made, but the 
court nevertheless restrained the lessee from continuing 
to use the name, and gave him a remedy over against 
his lessor, who had leased the premises to him under the 
Rame in question, by reducing the rent to correspond to 
the loss incurred by having to discontinue the use of the 
Popular name. 





= 2 =e 


Cases of the Weck. 


LiquipaTIOn BY ARRANGEMENT—SuBSEQUENT ReESOLU- 
TION OF CREDITORS TO ACCEPT CoMPOSITION—TAXATION OF 
TRUSTEE'S CHARGES — JURISDICTION—BankRuPTCY ACT, 
1869, s. 28—Banxrurtcy Ruies, 1870, rr. 108, 278.— 
In a case of Ex parte Ranby, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 3rd inst., a question arose as to the jurisdiction of the 
court to direct a taxation of the charges of the trustee in a 
liquidation. After the creditors of a liquidating debtor had 
resolved upon a liquidation by arrangement, and had appointed 
a trustee, the debtor, under the provisions of section 28 cf the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, offered to pay the creditors a com- 
position of 6s. 8d. in tho pound. The trustee then 
summoned a meeting of the creditors, and it was resolved to 
accept the debtor’s offer, and the resolutions were approved 
and confirmed by the court. They provided that the com- 
position should be paid in three instalments, to be secured by 
promissory notes, and that the debtor should also pay (before 
the date of the confirmation of the scheme) all costs, 
charges, and expenses of solicitors, receiver, and trustee 
incurred in relation to the settlement of his affairs and of the 
scheme. The discharge of the debtor was to be granted, and 
the liquidation closed, so soon as he should have given effect 
to the resolutions, and the trustee should have certified in 
writing that he had done so. The trustee made out an 
account of his costs and other charges and expenses, in- 
cluding his remuneration, and it was paid by means 
of what he had received from the proceeds of the 
debtor’s business, and some money which was paid to him 
by the debtor. The promissory notes were also delivered to 
the creditors. Some montbs afterwards the trustee’s account 
was audited and approved by the committee of inspection 
who had been appointed when tke liquidation was resolved 
upon. After this had been done the debtor, who was dis- 
satisfied with the trustee’s charges, applied to the court for an 
order that an account should be taken of the trustee’s 
receipts and disbursements, and that the balance (if any) 
which might be found due from him might be paid to the 
debtor. The registrar, in the first instance, referred it 
to the taxing master to tax the trustee’s charges, and «d- 
jouroed the hearing of the application. But, when the 
matter came before the taxing master, he was of opinion 
that, as the account had been certified by the committee of 
inspection, he had no power to tax it. ‘he motion was 
then re-heard by the registrar, and he dismissed it, but it did 
not clearly appear whether he did so because he thought that 
he had no jurisdiction in the matter, or because he con- 
sidered the charges in the account proper. The Court of Ap- 
peal (James, Corton, and Tuxsicer, L.JJ.) held that, on the 
confirmation of the scheme, the functions of the committee 
of inspection came to an end, and that, consequently, their 
approval of the account had no effect, Thecourt had, therefore, 
jurisdiction to tax the account. And the appeal was ordered 
to stand over for the purpose of ascertaining from the regis« 
trar the ground of bis decision.—So.iciTors, Berry & Binns 3 
Phelps, Sidgwick, & Biddle. 


Biri oF SaLeE—AppaRENtT PossEssioN—F'RAUDULENT 
PREFERENCE—BaNnkKRUrTCY Act, 1869, s. 92.—In a case 
of Ex parte Symmons, before the Court of Appeal on the 
8rd inst., the question arose whether the grantee of an 
unregistered bill of sale, who had obtained actual possession 
of a part of the goods comprised in it, and had removed 
them out of the apparent possession of the grantor, before 
the latter filed a liquidation petition, could be deprived of 
the goods which he had thus obtained, because he took 
possession of them in consequence of the debtor’s telling 
him that he was in pecuniary difficulties. The grantee 
had joined with the grantor in signing a promissory note 
as his surety, and the bill of sale was given as a security 
against his liability on the note. The bill of sale was: not 
registered. The day before the note fell due the grantor 
told the grantee that be should not be able to meet it, and 
that he was in pecuniary difficulties, and advised him to 
do what was legal in the matter. The grantee was under 
the impression that, as the bill of sale had not been 
registered, he was not entitled to seize the goods comprised 
in it. And it was arranged that some of the articles which 
were comprised in the bill of sale and which were selected 
by the grantee, should be invoiced to him as a purchaser, 
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and sent to him by the grantor. This was done, 
and a receipt for the purchase-money was signed by 
the grantor. But no money passed, or was intended 
to pass, it being intended that the purchase-money 
should be set off against the grantee’s liability on the 
promissory note. The grantee paid the note when it be- 
came due, and a few days afterwards the grantor filed a 
liquidation petition, and was ultimately adjudicated a 
bankrupt. When the petition was filed the goods which 
had been sent to the grantee remained in his possession, 
and were not in the apparent possesion of the grantor, 
Bacon, ©.J., held that the transaction by which the 
grantee had obtained possession of the goods amounted to 
@ fraudulent preference, and he ordered the grantee to 
eeturn the goods to the trustee, or to pay the value of 
them. The Court of Appeal (James, Corron, and THEs- 
IGER, L.JJ.) reversed this decision, on the ground that the 
property in the goods had passed to the grantee by the bill 
of sale, and bis title to them could not be impeached under 
the Billsof Sale Act, because they were not in the apparent 
possession of the bankrupt at the time when the act of 
bankruptcy was committed. It did not make any difference 
that the grantee had obtained possession of the goods by 
means of a transaction which would have been a frandulent 
preference, if there bad been no bill of sale,—Soxicrrors, 
C. J. Mander ; Fletcher, St. Paul, § Co. 





CopyHotps—ENCROACHMENT BY TENANT ON WASTE— 
Narvre or TitLE AcquireD.—In a case of The Attorney- 
General v. Tomline, before the Court of Appeal on the 4th 
inst., the question was raised whether, when a copyhold 
tenant encroaches on the waste of the manor, he acquires a 
copyhold or a freehold title to the land the subject of the 
encroachment. The action was brought by the Attorney- 
General, on behalf of the Crown, to restrain the lord ofa manor 
from digging for coprolites under a portion of the inclosure 
surrounding a martello tower, which was in the possession of 
the Secretary of State for War. The inelosure was of a 
rectangular shape, and may be considered as divided by a 
diagonal line into two parts, which may be described as the 
north-west and south-east parts of the rectangle. The 
digging complained of had taken place in the south-east 
part. The north-west part wasin June, 1809, surrendered 
for value to a tenant, in trust for the Crown. There was 
evidence that in 1819 both parts formed one inclosure, 
surrounded with one fence, and occupied by the Crown 
as the site and inclosure of a martello tower, the tower stand- 
ing on the north-west part. There were to be found on 
the court rolls of the manor successive admissions of tenants 
on behalf of the Crown to the north-west part, but the 
Crown could show nothing but a possessory title to the 
south-east part, that possession being traced back 
to 1819. But in November, 1808, the then lord of 
the manor had granted a licence to the then governor 
of a fort in the neighbourhood to inclose the south- 
east part, which was then waste of the manor, to hold 
to him during his life, or so long as he should continue to 
fill the office of governor. He ceased to hold that office in 
1811. He had used the land thus inclosed as a garden. 
There was nothing to show the history of the south-east part 
between 1811 and 1819, when it was, as already stated, 
shown to have been in the possession of the Crown as part 
of the inclosure of the tower. Under these circumstances 
Fry, J., held that the Crown had acquired a copyhold title 
to the south-east part of the rectangle. He was of opinion 
that the principle of the cases in which it has been held that 
a leasehold tenant who encroaches on waste land adjoining 
his tenement, does so for the benefit of his landlord, and 
that the encroachment becomes an accretion to his original 
holding, applies equally as between the lord of a manor and 
his copyhold tenant (vide 21 SoLicrrors’ JouRNAL, 569, 25 
W. R. 803, L. R. 5 Ch. D. 750). And his lordship held the 
coprolites are minerals, and consequently that the lord of the 
manor could not dig for them (though they were his prop- 
erty) under a copyhold tenement without the consent of the 
tenant. And he granted an injunction to restrain the defend- 
ant from digging under the south-east part of the rectangle, 
and directed an inquiry as to damages. When the chief clerk 
had made his certificate the defendant objected that a sufficient 
deduction had not been made from the gross proceeds of the 
sale of the coprolites, and he moved to vary the certificate. 
Fry J., refused the application, and it was then renewed 





before the Court of Appeal. The udgment at the trial, as 
drawn up, contained no declaration of the title of the 
Crown to the south-east part of the rectangle, and 
consequently it was open to ‘the Court of Appeal 
(though the time for appealing from the judgment 
had expired) to support the finding asto the damager, either 
on the ground that the Crown had acquired a copyhold title, 
or on the ground that it had acquired a freehold title to the 
south-east part. The court (James, Corron, and THEsIGER, 
L.JJ.) held that under the particular circumstances of the 
case the Crown muat be taken to have acquired a freehold 
title, and on this ground they dismissed the appeal. And, 
though it was unnecessary to decide the point, they also 
intimated an opinion that the principle of the decisions as 
to encroachments by leaseholders does not apply as between 
the lord of a manor and his copyhold tenant.—SoxiciTors 
W. Tindal Perkins; W. F. Stokes. 





MorrGacE—ConsoLipDATION— DEFAULT UPON ONE Monrt- 
GAGE ONLY.—Ou the 8th inst. the Court of Appeal (James, 
Cotron, and TuesicerR, L.JJ.) reversed the decision of 


’ Hall, V.C., in the case of Cummins v. Fletcher (28 W. R. 


272). The question was as to the right of a mortgages 
to consolidate two mortgages upon different properties of 
the same mortgagor. One of the mortgages was executed 
in 1871; the other was executed in 1874. Both of them 
were given to a building society, and provided for the pay- 
ment of the principal and interest by instalments. De- 
fault had been made in payment of the instalments pay- 
able under the mortgage of 1874, but no default had been 
made in respect of the mortgage of 1871. The mortgagees 
claimed the right to consolidate their two mortgages, and 
insisted that the mortgage of 1871, which was a more than 
sufficient security, could not be redeemed excopt on the 
terms of the mortgage of 1874, which was insufficient, 
being also redeemed, Hall, V.C., held that the right to 
consolidate existed. The Court of Appeal held that the 
doctrine of consolidation had no application when there 
was no default upon one of the two mortgages. Jamxs, 
L.J,, said that consolidation is the condition which a court 
of equity imposes ona mortgagor who invokes its aid to 
relieve him from the legal consequences of his default. If 
he had not committed default, he was entitled at law 
to the reconveyance of his estate, and he did not need the 
assistance of a court of equity, and that court had no 
right to impose any condition.—Soxicitors, J. Crowdy ¢ 
Son; Wilde, Berger, § Co. 





Power or APPOINTMENT — ExERCISE ~ GENERAL Be. 
quest By Witt—Conrrary INTENTION—WILLS Acr, 
s. 27.—On the 7th inst. the Court of Appeal (James, 
Cotron, and THESIGER, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of 
Bacon, V.C., in Maddick v. Marks (28 W. R. 342). The 
question was whether a general bequest in a will operated 
as an exercise of a power of appointment by deed or will 
reserved to the testator in a settlement of personal es 
tate. Thesettlement was a voluntary one, executed by 
the testator himself in June, 1866. The will was dated 
in September, 1871. It contained no reference to the power, 
but there was a bequest of the residue of the testator’s 
personal estate. The testator, in December, 1873, made 4 
codicil to his will, in which he referred to both the will and 
the settiement, but did not revoke the will. It was con 
tended that the reference to the settlement in the codicil 
showed that the testator treated it as still subsisting, and 
thus manifested an intention that its provisions should not 
be defeated by the residuary bequest in the will. Bacon, 
V.C., held that there was no manifestation of a ‘‘ contrary 
intention,” and that the power had been exercised by ‘he 
will, and this decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal. 
Their lordships intimated their disagreement with a pas 
sage in Lord St. Leonards on Powers (8th ed., p. 305) i 
which he expresses his approval of the decision in oss ¥ 
Harter (2 W. RB. 540, 2 8. & G. 458).—Soxicirrors, Walkin 
son § Son ; Phillips & Son, 
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Practice — Discovery — Ricut oF Derenpant 1 
CounrEer-CLaAIM To InTHKROGATE PLAINTIFF IN ORIGINAL 
Action—JupicaturE Acr, 1873, ss. 24 (suB-sECTION 8) 40 
—Orp. 16, RR. 13, 17—21—Orp. 22, nr. 5—9—Orp. 41, 
rR. 1.—In a cas2 of Molloy v. Kilby, betore the Court of 
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Appeal on the 9th inst., the question was raised whether a 
person, who is made a co-defendant to a counter-claim with 
the plaintiff in the original action, is entitled to deliver 
interrogatories to the plaintiff. The co-defendant to the 
counter-claim claimed the property which was the subject of 
the action adversely to the plaintiff, but he had not been 
made a party to the action. It was argued that, though the 
defendant was not strictly an “ opposite” party to the plain- 
tiff, yet he was opposite in interest to him, and was, there- 
fore, entitled, by virtue of rule 1 of order 31, to obtain dis- 
covery from him by means of interrogatories. And reliance 
was placed on the decision in McAllister v. Bishop of 
Rochester (28 W. R. 584, L. R. 5 C. P. D. 194), that the 
plaintiff in an action is entitled, under rule 11 of order 31, to 
discovery of documents by a person on whom a third-party 
notice has been served, and who has entered an appearance 
in the action. The Court of Appeal (Jessen, M.R., and 
Corron and Tuesicer, L.JJ.) affirmed the order of Hall, 
V.C., refusing to allow the defendant to the counter- 
claim to interrogate his co-defendant, the plaintiff 
in the original action. Jxrssez, M.R., said that the 
answer to the application was that there was ro issue 
raised between the applicant and the original plaintiff, and 
his lordship was at a loss to imagine any interpretation of 
the words “opposite party”’ which would inclnde a co- 
defendant. Co-defendants were, so to say, side by aide 
parties, not opposite parties, If a defendant to a counter- 
claim desired to interrogate the plaintiff in the original 
action, and had a proper case, he could apply to the court 
under rule 13 of order 16 to be made a defendant to the 
original action, and, if he was made a defendant to that 
action, he would have a right, as an “opposite party,” to 
interrogate the plaintiff. Corron, L.J., said that the 
question really was whether one co-defendant to an action 
had a right to interrogate another co-defendant. Counter- 
claims were allowed forthe purpose of saving expense, but 
scuunter-claim was really an independent action. The 
plaintiff was not plaintiff in that actior, bat in another 
action. Opposite parties were parties between whom 
issues had been raised, parties who were face to face. If 
athird party was brought in by notice and became an 
opposite party to the plaintiff, then no doubt the right to 
interrogate would exist. THEsicER, L.J., said that in the 
case cited a litigation had originated between the plaintiff 
and the third parties; they had become “opposite 
parties.” —Soxtcrtors, Boxall & Boxall; W. Lane O' Neill. 


Copyricut — InrRINGEMENT — ImporTATION — SALE — 
Costs of ActioN—KnowLeDGE oF Prracy—Corvricut Act 
(5&6 Vicr. c. 45),'s, 17.—Inacaseof Cooper y. Whittingham, 
before the Masterof the Rolls on the 4thinst., a question arose 
whether a defendant ought to pay the costs of an action under 
the following circumstances, The defendants were agents for 
some publishers in America of a monthly magazine. The 
plaintiff was proprietor of a similar magazine in England, 
and received a copy of the American magazine, prior to its 
being sent to the defendants, which contained some pirated 
letterpress and drawings from his magazine. On this the 
Plaintiff gave notice to the defendants of the fact of the piracy 
and not to sell any of the copies of the magazine when they 
arrived. The defendants on the arrival of the parcel of maga- 
zines saw that it contained piracies from the plaintiff's publi- 
cation, and determined not'to sell or publish any of the copies. 
On thesame day of the arrival, thedefendants wereserved with 
acopy of the writ in the action and an interim injanction not 
to import, sell, cr publish any of the pirated magazines. 
The defendants subsequently gave an undertaking in the 
terms asked for and put in a defence stating the above facts. 
On motion for judgment they contended they ought not to 
pay the costs of the action. Section 17 of the 5 & 6 Vict. c. 
45, is in part as follows: ‘‘ And be it enacted that after the 
passing of this Act it shall not be lawful for any person not 

g the proprietor of the copyright, or some person author- 

id by him, to import into any part of the United Kingdom, 
orinto any other part of the British dominions for sale or hire, any 
Printed book first composed or written or printed or published in 
any part ofthe United Kingdom wherein thereshall becopyright 
and reprinted in any country or place whatsoever out of the 

tish dominions.” Jesset, M.R., said that when a plain- 
tiff established a legl right, and no misconduct or omission 
oF neglect on his part sufficient to deprive him of his costs 
Were shown, he was entitled to his costs as a matter of right. 


be a miscarriage in the proceedings, or vexatious con- 
duct on a plaintiff's part, or in the mode of conducting 
the proceedings sufficient to deprive him of his costs, 
Where a man asserted a legal right, and the defendant 
simply said if he had known he would not have infringed 
that legal right, that, in his opinion, was not safficient to 
deprive him of his costs ; and according to section: 17 of the 
5 & 6 Vict. oc. 45, it was an offence to import pirated works, 
and, therefore, people who imported such things did so at 
their own peril. There was nothing said in the section as 
to knowledge on the part of the offender, and he must 
look out that the books he imported were not piracies. 
The defendants in the present case had imported certain 
pirated works, and had thereby, in his opinion, committed 
an unlawful act, and the plaintiff could sae them without 
any notice. The giving them notice was no doubt an act of 
courtesy, but was wholly unnecessary to establish an 
offence under the section, The defendants no doubt did 
not intend to infringe the copyright by selling, but their 
offence was the receiving for sale, and the costs, under the 
circumstances, must be given as a matter of course to'the 
plaintiff. In his opinion courts of equity had always had the 
power of preventing a threatened illegal act by granting 
au injanction, but at all events, under the Jadicature Act, 
he certainly considered they had such a jurisdiction. Defen- 
dants frequently had the idea they could escape paying 
the costs of an action merely because they did not intend 
to do wrong, but somebody must pay the costs, and he did 
not see who else bat the defendant could pay them.— 
Sortcrrors, Alfred Hicks, § Arnold; Merriman, Pike, ¢ 
Merriman, 





PracticE—Costs AS BETWEEN SOLICITOR AND CLIENT— 
ApbMINISTRATION AcCTION—CREDITOR’s ACTION—CREDITOR 
HAVING Conpuct.—In a case of Re Richardson, Richardson 
vy. Richardson, before the Master of the Rolls on the 7th inst., 
the action was commenced by the administrator of an estate 
against the sole next of kin for xdministration. The estate 
turned out to be insufficient for the payment of debts and the 
action was not prosecuted by the plaintiff. The conduct of the 
action was subsequently given to a creditor, and he now applied 
on further consideratioa for his costs as between solicitor and 
client. It was contended that the creditor having the conduct 
was in the position of a creditor instituting an administration 
action, in which case costs had been allowed on that footing. 
It was also argued that even in an action instituted by a 
beneficiary, where the assets were deficient, the plaintiff was 
entitled to his costs as between solicitor and client, and 
reliance was placed upon a case of Re Burrell (9 Eq, 443). 
Jesset, M.R., was of opinion that Re Burrell was 
not correctly decided on the point as to costs. The correct 
rule had been laid down by Kindersley, V.C., in Thomas v. 
Jones (1 Dr. & Sm. 184), in an elaborate judgment, and the 
principle there laid down was that in a creditor’s suit where 
the assets were deficient, it being in fact his own fund, the 
costs would be allowed as between solicitor and client. That 
rule did not apply to a suit instituted by a residuary legateo 
and @ fortiori to the case of a next of kin, as the fund where 
assets were deficient to pay debts could not be said to be the 
plaintiff's fand. In Re Burrell that case had not been cited 
nor another case of Wetenhall v. Dennis (12 W- R. 66), 
following Thomas v. Jones, and James, V.C., could certainly 
not have intended to overrule both those cases. In the pre- 
sent case, as the administrator had declined to go on with the 
action, and the conduct had been given to a creditor, it in 
fact became a creditor’s action, and the principle as laid down 
in Thomas v. Jones applied, and, therefore, the plaintiff would 
have his costs of the action as between solicitor and client. 
The defendant, the next of kin, would have only party and 
party costs.—Sorricirors, Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. ; 
Miller, Smith, § Bell; Pawle § Fearon. 


rs 


Practice—Osyection or WANT oF PArtres—NorticEe TO 
Tuirp Panry—Costs—Orp. 16, rr. 17, 19.—In a case of 
The Commissioners of the Exhibition of 1851 v. The Royal 
Horticultural Society, before Fry, J., on the 5th inst., the 
defendants by their statement of defence had taken the ob- 
jection that some other persons ought to be parties to the 
action, but they did not before the trial make any application 
to have those persons brought before the court. At the trial 
the defendants’ counsel in opening their case insisted on the 





Such misconduct might be of any nature, or there might 


objection, and Fry, J., was of opinion that rule 17 of order 
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16 applied, and that it was desirable that the question in the 
action should be determined, not only as between the plain- 
tiffs and the defendants, but as between the defendants and 
the third parties. He accordingly adjourned the trial for a 
week, and directed the plaintiffs, under rule 19, to serve a 
notice of the motion and of its object on the persons in 
pe pe informing them that they were at liberty to attend 
© proceedings. But, inasmuch as the defendants might 
have applied to the court before the trial, his lordship 
ordered them to pay the costs of the day.—Soxicrrors, 
Fladgate, Smith, § Fladgate ; Webb, Stock, & Burt. 


os 


Practice—Tuirp Party NoticeE—Costs—OrD. 16, rr. 
¥7—21.—In a case of Witham v. Vane, before Fry, J., on 
the 7th inst., a question arose as to the costs of some third 
parties upon whom notice of the action had been served 
at the instance of the defendants, who claimed indemnity 
from them against any liability which might be imposed 
mpon the defendants as the result of the action. The third 
parties appeared, and at their instance a notice was served 
on some fourth parties, from whom they, in their turn, 
claimed indemnity. The fourth parties also appeared. At 
the trial judgment was given for the defendants on the 
substantial question in the action, and Fry, J., ordered 
the plaintiffs to pay the costs of the third and fourth 

jes. This decision appears to differ from that in 
Williams v, Scuth-Eastern Railway Company (26 W. RB. 
852), which, however, was not cited to the court. See 
also The Yorkshire Waggon Company v. The Newport, §c., 
Coal Company (28 W. R. 505, L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 268).—Soti- 
crtors, Markby, Wilde, & Burra; Parkin, Pagden, § Wood- 
house ; Rogerson § Ford ; Horns & Murray; Benn Davis. 





Soricrrorn—APrLicaTION AT SUGGESTICN OF JUDGE To 
Srrixe orr Rort—Jvurispictrion—Costs—Orp. 51, x. la— 
Orpver or Lorp CHANCELLOR oF 19TH JuNE, 1877—JupI- 
GATURE Act, 1873, s. 87.—In a case of Cave v. Cave, before 
Fry, J., on the 4th inst., a question arose as to the jurisdic- 
tion to entertain an application to strike a solicitor off the 
soll. At the trial of the action, Fry, J., was of opinion that 
a solicitor, who was one of the defendants, had been guilty 
of improper conduct, and he communicated this to the official 
solicitor. The cfficial solicitor then applied for leave to serve 
tiotice of motion on the solicitor, to show cause why he 
should not be struck off the roll. Fry, J., was at first dis- 
posed to think that he had no jurisdiction to entertain the 
application which was made, not only in the action, but 
also in the matter of the solicitor. Rule la of order 57, he 
said, gave him power to order that any proceeding in the 
action subsequent to the trial should be taken before himself. 
But the Lord Chancellor’s order of the 19th of June, 1877, 
directed that no causes or matters should be assigned to Fry, 
J., by being marked by the plaintiff or petitioner with his 
name. It was pointed out by the counsel for the applicant 
that, by section 87 of the Judicature Act, 1873, every judge 
of the High Court has jurisdiction over solicitors, and it was 
urged that the matter had not been assigned by any one to 
Fry, J., but that he was acting in it mero motu. His lord- 
ship acceded to this view, and gave leave to serve the notice 
for a motion before himself.—Sotictror, Official Solicitor. 
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The difficulty experienced in the new Police-court at 
Bristol in the matter of acoustics leads, gays the Bristol 
Times, to some very curious misapprelensions of what is 
eaid. The magistrates can’t hear what is said by the 
prisoners; the magistrates’ clerk, although favourably 
placed, can’t hear what the witness says, the prisoner is in 
delightfal ignorance of the evidence being given against 
him, and the admonitions of the bench must be lost upon 
the hardened one, whilst the reporters have to report cases 
three parts of the evidence in which they cannot possibly 
hear. The following is an illustration that occurred on 
Thursday week of the state of things, and it is only a 
sample of what occurs every day. Witness: He came 
nto the shop and asked for a quarter of a pound of black 
pudding. Magistrate’s Clerk: A quarter of a pound of 
blacking. Magistrate (to constable): What state was he 
(prisoner) in? Constable: In St. Phillip’s. And so it 
goes on during the day. 
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Suciettes. 


UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

The forty-eighth anniversary festival of this society was 
held atthe Freemasons’ Tavern on Monday last, the 7thinst., 
the Hon. Mr. Justice Bowen in the chair. The following 
gentlemen, amongst others, sat down to dinner:— 
Sir W. Charley, Q.C., Common Serjeant. of London, 
F. M. White, Q.C., H. M. Bompas, Q.C., Montague 
Cookson, Q.C., W. C. Gully, Q.C., J. T. Crossley, Q.C., 
F. O. Crump, J. C. Bigham, E. H. Pollard, F. A. Archi- 
bald, George Lewis, E. G. Saunders, W. A. Saunders, 
N. T. Lawrence (president of the Incorporated Law 
Society), G. B. Hughes, J. Merivale, E. W. Owles, 
J. Beaver, S. Hall, T. H. Devonshire, J. Waddell, and 
other well-known members of the profession, together 
with the Right Rev. Bishop Beccles and Dr. Thompson, 
the medical officer of the society. 

The toasts of the Queen and Prince and Princess of 
Wales having been proposed and duly honoured. 

The CHarrMan proposed “The Army, Navy, and 
Auxiliary Forces.” 

Mr. F. 0. Crump responded. 

The CuarrMAN next gave the toast of the evening, 
‘Prosperity to the United Law Clerks’ Society.” He 
said :—I believe that this is the ouly occasion in the year 
on which all branches of the great profession to which I 
bave the honour to belong meet under a common roof, and, 
I believe, it is with the greatest pleasure that we all meet 
here to acknowledge the common bond which unites us 
together, and in acknowledging it to do honour to, 
and to show all good wishes for, the society whose anniver- 
sary this is. More especially is it a pleasure and a pride 
to those of us who, like myself, and like many others 
whom I see immediately around me, do not belong to that 
particular branch of the profession whose society this is, 
to come here—to come back some of us—among friendly 
faces that we know, in order to pay respect and 
honour to those two branches of the profession who have 
inaugurated this society, and by whose chief efforts this 
society lives and flourishes and increases. Whatevor the 
world may say, the experience of my life, and, I believe, 
the experience of the lives of almost all lawyers) is that of 
all professions none surpasses ours in integrity and honoar. 
When I think of the vast interests which are confided to 
the consciences and the honours of the members of the 
legal profession, how the fortunes of great houses and 
the characters of private persons are intrasted fearlessly, 
and I venture to say without danger, to the keeping of 
lawyers, and of those who are employed by lawyers, I 
think it no slight testimony to the profession to be able 
to challenge the experience of the longest lived amongst 
us to say—whatever may have been or may be onr failings— 
whether he has ever known a case of a client sold or of a 
confidence betrayed? And, gentlemen, the honour of the 
profession is in the keeping, not merely of the barristers, 
who become Queen’s Counsel and judges, or the solicitors, 
who rise to distinction and to fame—it is equally in the 
hands and in the safe keeping of those who assist them 
both. It is sometimes, I know, said that men are the 
architects of their own fortunes, but, I believe, that 
the experience of most of us will justify the view that 
there is no fortune in the world, and no fame or reputation 
in the world, built by asingle architect, but that for every 
edifice there are many masons, and those of us who rice in 
our profession either to wealth or promotion cannot bat 
look back with gratitude to the friends who have assisted 
us. The law clerks of the solicitor and our own are 
the clerks who, between them, have laid the foundation from 
which we have achieved success. I should desire to be 
permitted, if it is not an intrusion, to say that nobody eat 
acknowlege with more heartfelt gratitude and respect that 
myself the kindness and indutgence which barristers receivé 
from their clients. And to the other branch of the pro 
fession, the clerk to the barristers, what can we say of 
man who makes the fortunes of his employers ? because I 
believe that no wotk is done more industriously, none wi 
greater integrity, none with more unflagging loyalty towards 
his employer than the work which is done by the clerk to the 
rising barrister. I am not go ing to detain you with a it 
speech, I am simply going to ask you to driak the heal 
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of this admirable society, It has now lasted for nearly fifty 
years, and during that fifty years the good which it has done 
say be said almost to be untold, It combines in itself— 
what charities do not always combine —the principle of 
providence and insurance on the one hand, and the principle 
of benevolence and charity on the other, and during the last 
fifty years what I may call an enormous sum of money has 
been spent in its good work. As every year progresses, the 
efforts of a society, which, in part, is an insurance society, 
must depend more and more on the extension of the society’s 
aumbers. Every year that this society lasts deaths occur— 
the term so to speak of human life runs out—and the 
necessity increases every year, if possible, for extending the 
area of the society’s benefits by increasing the income of the 
society. And I firmly believe that there is nobody present 
here who will not cordially unite with me in wishing health 
and prosperity to this society ; in recognizing the admirable 
labours of those who undertake its administration, and in 
hoping that for many many years it may continue to set an 
example to other provident and benevolent societies, both by 
the simplicity of its admiristration, and by the excellent 
manner in which its charity is distributed. 

Mr, Cookson, Q.C., next proposed “‘ The Patrons of the 
Society.” He said the well wishers of the society might 
be regarded in three aspeots ; first of all there were the 
ex-officio patrons of the society, amongst whom it was the 
good fortune of the society to number those holding the 
highest places in the legal profession. They would recollect 
that the Lord Chancellor last year filled the chair, and on 
one occasion the Lord Chief Justice of Kogland, whom 
they all reverenced if they did not even love, presided over 
one of these great anniversaries, The second class of 
patrons were hambler individuals, like himself, from the 
bar, who were well wishers to the society, to which he 
considered the bar owed a great obligation ; for he be- 
lieved that owing to that society a counterpart institution 
which germinated about ten years ago had now grown into 
& great success—he meant the Barristers’ Benevolent 
Association. That institution would never have been 
called into being but for the success and example of the 
Daited Law Clerks’ Society. They of the bar might well 
then give this society God speed. But the best patrons 
of the society were those of the third class—the actual 
members. The best patron of the society was the man 
who subscribed to it, and the next best, or rather the 
better, the one who got another man to subscribe to it, 
He asked the law clerks to extend the benevolent field of 
the society by making it more widely known, so that at 
last it shall embrace, as its rules permit, every law clerk 
resident within twelve miles of the metropolis. He begged 
to couple with the toast the name of Mr. Meadows White. 

Mr. Meapows Wuirt, Q.C., in responding, said he could 
speak from his own experience of the advantages to be de- 
rived from the society, having had a clerk who, in sickness, 
was relieved from its funds, and at whose death his 
widow was substantially assisted. He was sure he 
could say for the patrons that they valued and recognized its 
work, and that they wished it every success. 

Mr. H. M. Bompas, Q.C., gave the health of the chairman, 
which having been duly responded to, 

Mr. W. ©. Gutty, Q.C., proposed, ‘* The Bench, the Bar, 
énd the Profession.” He regretted that the numbers of the 
“visitors ’ were not larger. No doubt this was to be ascribed 
to some extent to the fact of the recent dissolution of Parlia- 
ment, and that some who would otherwise have been present 
had had the misfortune to be returned to the new Parliament, 
and were attending to their duties there, whilst some, per- 
haps, were at present bucy with the petitions against their 
return; so that they were reduced to a certain number of 
defeated candidates, and a certain number of other gentle- 
men who had not had the courage to face the electoral war; 
ad there were still others who did not trouble themselves 
about politics one way or the other, but who were al- 
Ways to be found at their posts on these occasions, and 
Who were, therefore, the best friends of the society. It was 
not necessary for him to recommend the toast, because he 
Was not speaking to strangers, but to a number of gentle- 
men who had ample opportunities of judging of the merits 
of the bench, the bar, and the profession, and if they did not 

i ground for wishing health and prosperity to them from 

own knowledge, he was sure they would not do so from 
‘0ything he could say in their favour. As far as regarded 
bench, they need aot regret the absence of other judges 


when they saw the chair so worthily occupied as it 
was that evening ; and, as far as the bar and the profession 
were concerned, he might say that those who were present 
might be taken as a fair sample of the whole body of the joint 
profession in their wishes, which they endeavoured to 
express by coming there, for the prosperity and success of 
the society. He coupled with the toast the names of Sir 
Williaa Charley (common serjeant of the City of London), 
Mr. Francis Turner, and Mr. N. T. Lawrence, the President 
of the Incorporated Law Society. 

Sir Wu. Cuar.ey, Q.C., replying on behalf of the bench, 
said there was no profession in whose honour and _ integrity 
the public had greater confidence than in the jadicial bench. 
The ermine of the judges was unsullied. One source of 
their strength was that the bench was recruited from the 
great bar of England. This was an advantage which foreign 
countries did not possess, Whilst at the bar the future judge 
acquired that knowledge of human nature which would serve 
him so well when promoted to a seat on the bench. He did 
not know that it was so desirable that a judge should seek 
popular applause, but he thought it desirable that he should 
seek the approval of his profession, and he thought it @ 
good criterion as to whether a judge was doing his duty or 
not if he had or had not the good opinion of the profession. 

Mr. F, Turner, on bebalf of the bar, said they were glad 
to know that an Englishman had in every age been glad to 
trust himself in the hands of the profession—he might be 
allowed to say especially in the hands of the bar; and 
whilst he said this with respect to the bar especially, he 
knew well it was not for the bar to arrogate to itself any 
pre-eminence above those who prepared their cases for 
them, and by whom the out-of-sight, the more laborious, the 
less honour-giving, labours of the profession were per- 
formed, for they knew that not only were those he was ad- 
dressing conversant with the laboars and responsibilities of 
the profession, they knew also its high traditions, ana from 
the most junior clerk who engaged in the profession up to 
the place of honour which the judges of the land occupy, 
al! felt the same sense of duty, the same desires for the 
interests of their clients ; and therefore it was that he might 
with something of pride return them his very hearty thanks 
on behalf of the bar for the kind manner in which they had 
received the toast. 

Mr. N. 'T. Lawrence (president of the Incorporated Law 
Society) responded on behalf of the solicitor branch of the 
profession, 

Several other tuasts having been drunk, the proceedings 
terminated, 

The attendance of visitors was smaller than usual, and this 
will account for the falling off in the donations received 
during the evening, which amounted to a little over £300, 

It may be mentioned that the society is formed of clerks 
in every branch of the profession and of clerks to parliamentary 
agents. The advantages of the society principally consist of 
pecuniary assistance and medical advice in sickness, of @ 
pension for life in old age or permanent affliction, and of an 
allowance on death. In addition ‘he society has a 
benevolent fund, out of which its necessitous members, 
their widows and children, are assisted with small gifts of 
money. Similar relief is also granted to law clerks who 
are not members and their widows. Members paya fixed 
subscription, which is supplemented by the donations of 
the profession. Every member disabled by illness is 
entitled to a weekly allowance of a guinea for a period 
not exceeding one year. Should his illness be of longer 
duration, he is entitled to half the amount during the 
second year. Should it assume a permanent character, if 
the member has been such not less than sixteen years, he 
is entitled to be placed for life on the Superannuation Fund. 
The relief then granted consists of a weekly allowance varye 
ing from 10s, to 14s. The allowance on the decease of 


a member is £50, and half that amount on the 
death of his wife. There is also what is called 
a casual fund, out of which relief is afforded 


to law clerks, whether members or not, their widows and chil- 
dren. The assistance thus granted consists of small gifts of 
money not exceeding £5, and is never granted without the 
recommendation of a subscriber nor without the circumstances 
and need of the applicant being fully investigated. The 
committee also grant relief by way of loan to members suffer- 
ing from temporary pecuniary pressure in the shape of loans 
without interest, to be repaid by instalments, aring the 





past year 46 members have received relief in sickness at an 
expenditure of £467 183. 6d., and in addition 32 were in 
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receipt of the superannuation allowance. Of the present 
pensioners, 38 in number, two receive yearly £31 4s., and the 
remaining 36 £36 8s. each. The total expenditure 
in cases of death during the past year was £990, and 
since the foundation of the society £20,890. Of the 
general fund £62,711 17s. 1d. is invested in the names 
of the trustees in Government and other stock. There is 
alsoa sum of £1,857 Reduced Annuities, invested with the 
intention at some future day of granting some small pensions 
to the most necessitous and deserving of the members’ widows. 
The society, since 1832, has expended £65,372 in assisting 
law clerks, their widows and families, in affliction and tem- 
porary distress, 





zaw Students’ Sournal. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The weekly meeting of this society was held at the Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday evening week, Mr. C 
E. Barry in the chair, The question appointed for the 
evening’s discussion was the following: ‘‘Is it desirable to 
place married women upor the same footing with single 
women as to property?” and was opened by Mr. F. D. 
Williams in the negative. Messrs. A. E. Ward, A. M. Ellis, 
LL.B., J. A. Neale, B.A., and J. Van Sommer, jun., sup- 
ported the same side. Messrs. Kirk, Lloyd Jones, and 
Bateman Napier supported the affirmative. On being put to 
the meeting the motion was decided in the negative. It was 
decided at the meeting to hold the annual dinner of this 
society in the month of July next, and the 13th of that montb 
has been fixed as the day. 

The weekly meeting of this society was held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on ‘Tuesday evening last, 
Mr. J. A. Neale, B.A., in the chair. There was a large 
attendance of members. The subject appointed for the 
evening’s debate was the following :—‘‘ A. devised land to 
B. and C. and their heirs. And he declared that during 
their joint lives they should share their profits equally. The 
whole to belong to the survivor. Are B. and C. joint 
tenants ?” and was opened in the affirmative by Mr. Spiers ; 
Mr. Heppell followed in the negative. The following 
gentlemen then addressed the society :—-Mr. J. W. Evans 
(affirmative), Mr. Green (negative), Mr. Kirk, Mr. Ellis 
(affirmative), Mr. Van Sommer. The chairman then 
summed > The question on being put to the meeting 
was deci in the affirmative. The following cases, 
amongst othere, were referred to :—Barker v. Giles (2 P. 
Wme. 280); Patterson v. Rolland (28 Beav. 347); Covlison 
v. Bingham (17 Beav. 262); Jones v. Randall (J. & W. 
100) ; Haddersley v. Adams (22 Beav. 260). 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The society held its usual weekly meeting at Clement’s- 
inn Hall, Strand, on Wednesday last, Mr. C. Kains-Jack- 
sen, in the chair. Mr. B. T, Bartrum opened the subject 
for discussion :—‘‘ That, having regard to the facilities now 
enjoyed by barristers wishing to become solicitors, conces- 
sions should, to an equal extent, be granted to solicitors 
wishing to join the bar”—and was supported by Messrs. 
E. F. Spence, H. N. Harvey, F. Harvey, and W. P. W. 
Phillimore; Messrs. W. C. Owen and E, H. Pickers- 
gill opposing. The motion, on being put to the vote, was 
eatried by a mejority of six. The annual dinner of the 
society will be held at Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet-street, on 
Wednesday, the 30th inst., at seven p.m., Mr. Montague 
Cookson, Q.C., in the chair. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was beld on Tuesday evening 
week, in the Law Library. Mr. A. Godlee presided. After the 
election of an ordinary member to serve on the committee, 
and the addition of several books to the library, a debate 
ensued ou the following moot point:—“ A widow, in con- 
templation of a second marriage, settled money in trust 
for her separate vse for life, and after her death for such 
persons as she should by deed or will appoint, and subject 
thereto in trust for her next of kin who would have been 


entitled had she died intestate, and ‘without having been 
married.’ The widow died without exercising the powerg 
of appointment, leaving three children of the former and 
two of the second marriage surviving. Would these 
children be entitled to the trust fund?” Wilson vi Atkin. 
son(4De G. J. & S. 455); Re Ball’s Trust (L. R. 1p 
Ch. D. 270); Upton v. Brown (L. RB. 12 Ch. Di 872); 
Emmins y. Bradford (27 W. BR. 531, L. RB. 13 Ch. D. 493), 
Mr. Davis opened in the affirmative and was supported by 
Mr. Barrows. The speakers on the negative were Messrs, 
Phillips, Crosskey, Rogers, Barber, and Samuel. After 
an able summing up by the chairman the question was 
put to the meeting and carried in the negative by a large 
majority, A hearty vote of thanks was accorded tc the 
chairman, 

The fourth of the series of lectures, now being delivered 





to the society by several local barristers and solicitors wag 
given by Mr. J. Loxdale Warren, barrister-at-law, on 
Tuesday evening week, on ‘‘ Land Law Reform.” Afters 
few introductory remarks, Mr. Warren proceeded to con- 
sider the various legislative enactments passed during the 
last half century with reference to the transfer of land 
and the dealing uf settled estates. The learned gentleman 
pointed out the principles on which legislation in this 
direction should be based, and the means for carrying his 
suggestions into effect, and closed the lecture with a care 
fal review of the provisions of the three Billa introduced 
by the late Lord Chancellor on the subject. A hearty vote 
of thanks was accorded to the lecturer. 





CALLS 70 THE BAR. 


The following gentlernen were on Wednesday called to 
the bar :— 

InneR Tempte.—Roper Lethbridge, M.A., Oxford, 
C.LE. ; Frederick Barnes Peacock; James William Best, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Thomas Robert Redfern, B.A., Oxford ; 
William Edward Thompson Sharpe, B.A., Dublin; Alfred 
Clayton Cole, B.A., Cambridge; Joseph Smitb, B.A., Ox 
ford ; Wilson Noble, B.A., Cambridge ; Walter Frith, B.A, 
LL.B., Cambridge; Hugh Francis Seymour, B.A., Cam 
bridge ; George Spencer Bower, B.A. Ox'ord ; George Cave 
(holder of a pupil scholarship in real property law, awarded 
by the Inner Temple, July, 1879), B.A., Oxford; James 
Meadows Rendel, B.A., Oxford; William Fowler Carter, 
B.A., Oxford; Arthur M’Arthur Kingsmill, B.A., Cam 
bridge ; Francis Amboor Keating (holder of a pupil 
scholarship in common law, awarded by the Inner Temple, 
July, 1879), B.A., Oxford; Elward John Eveleigh Wynd- 
ham, M.A., Oxford ; Henry Reynolds Solly, B.A., Cambridge; 
Nicholas Lower Paliologus, Oxford ; William Foord-Kelcey, 
B.A., Oxford ; William Hodgson Horsfall, B.A., Cambridge; 
Francis Palmer Kemp ; Eustace Conway, London; Thomas 
Edward Ellison, London ; Pau] Henry Foley, B.A., Oxford; 
Charles Oakleigh Walker, M.A., Cambridge; Edward 
Canliffe-Owen, B.A., Cambridge; William Daniell, B.A, 
Oxford; William Henry Cross, B.A., London; Fredesi¢ 
Michael Abrahams, London ; John Wingfield, M.A., London; 
William Snowden Robson, B.A., Cambridge; Synd Abdur- 
Rahman, F.S.S., F.R.C.I. ; Robert Henville Simonds, M.A, 
Oxford ; Amyas Philip Longstaffe; Louis Stephen White, 
B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; James Lumb, M.A., Cambridge; 
William Bounce Milton, B.A., Cambridge; James Gordot 
Jones, B.A. Cambridge; John Kendall Brooke, B.A., Ox 
ford ; and William Robert Bousfield, M.A., Cambridge 
Esqs. 

Mopix Temprx.—Joseph Gatey, of the University df 
London, first class Real and Personal Property Scholat, 
second class Honours Trinity Examination, 1880; Frederi¢ 
William Richards Fryer ; Thomas Orde Hastings Lets 
M.A., Trinity College, Dublin; George Jamiesom 
M.A., Aberdeen University ; Michael Joseph McGauraiy 
B.A. Dublin University ; Henry William Forsyth Har 
wood-Harwood ; Alexander Michael Colgan, LL.B. Londo 
University ; Alfred Aspinall-Tobin, B.A. University Cok 
lege, Oxford, International and Constitutional Law Scholat, 
1878, Common Law Scholar, 1879; Harry Fiennes Speed 
Brasenose Colle Oxford ; William Herbert Greaveh 
B.A. St. Edmund Hall, Oxford; Harry Charles Hanna® 
Man; Harold Wright, B.A., LLB, Pembroke Oollegs 
Cambridge; William Augustus Hobson; John Thomsl 
Blazé, M.A. Merton College, Oxford; Julius Berkek 
Hallé, University of London; Robert Armstrong 
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argh, B.A. University College, Oxford ; Michael John 
Michael, St. John’s College, enbelipn, LL.B. ; Francis 
uthbert Fishbourne ; Dinsha Dhanjibhai Davar, Univer- 
sity of Bombay; George Victor K’Vern, University of 
London ; Charles Christian Newton, University of London ; 
Synd Mohammud Sharfuddin, Calcutta University ; Sayyid 

urul Huda, St. John’s College, Cambridge ; John Edwin 
Hewick ; Lewis Levy ; Frederick Hardyman Parker, M.A. 
University of Edinburgh, second class Real and Personal 
Property Scholar, Esqs. : 

Lincotn’s InN.—Hamilton Edward Lawrance, Uni- 
versity of London (studentship in Jurisprudence and 
Koman Civil Law, C.L.E., Trinity Term, 1878; certificate 
of honour, second class, Trinity Term, 1879; holder of 
the Barstow Law Scholarship 1879; Lincoln’s-inn Scholar- 
ship in International and Constitutional Law, 1879) ; Henry 
Leopold Ashton, B.A., Oxford; Richard O’Shaughnessy, 
M.P., a: member of the Irish Bar ; Stephen Horton William- 





gon, LL.B., London (Lincoln’s-inn scholarship in common 
jaw, 1878); Amaury Robert Macnamara Bourchier, M.A., 
Oxford; William Ingham Shaw, B.A., Cambridge; Heary 
Spencer Wilkinson, B.A., Oxford ; William Palteney Smith 
B.A., Oxford: Thomas Raffles Hughes, B.A., Cambridge ; 
Harry Johnson, B.A., Oxtord (a Tancred law student) ; 
Joshua Laslie Field, B.A., Oxford ; John Daffus Harris, 
B.A., Cambridge; Richard Rideout, BA. Oxford; 
Thomas Olver Harding, M.A., Cambridge; Henry 
Hobhouse, M.A., Oxford; Joseph John Talbot Lamb, 
B.A., London; Wyndham Anstis Bewes, LL.B., 
London; Harry Baird Hemming, LL.B., Cambridge ; 
John Henry Chapman, M.A., Oxford; Harry Claude 
Edmonds ; Charles James Blackburn lowe, B.A., and 
LL.B., Cambridge; Charles Norris Nicholson, LL.B., 
Cambridge; Howard Douglas Leonard Galton, B.A., 
London; Samuel Woodall Smith, B.A., Cambridge; 
James Lewis Somers Roosmale - Cocq (Lincoln’s-inn, 
scholarship in common law, 1880); Krishua Nath Mitra, 
University of Calcutta ; Emile Henri Cannot, University 
of Aberdeen ; and Herbert Mainwaring Baily, B.A., 
Oxford, Esqs. 

Gray's Inn.—Charles Paget Moore, Frank Dodd, of 
Rock Ferry, and Thomas Trevor White, B.A., Dablin, Esqs. 


_— 


MIDDLE TEMPLE, 


The award of the Bench in the competition for the 
scholarships specially provided by and founded in this 
society for its members was declared on Wednesday as 
follows, viz.—Equity.—John Herbert Williams, Esq., Trinity 
College, Cambridge, a first class scholarship of 100 guineas ; 
Charles Valentine Hickie, Esq., University of London, 
B.A., a second class scholarshipof 30 guineas. International 
and Constitutional Law.—Simon John Fraser Macleod, 
Exq., University of London, a first class scholarship of 100 
guineas ; Philip Henry Clifford, Esq., a second class scholar- 
ship of 30 guineas. Real and Personal Property.—Ben- 
jamin Whitehead, Esq., University of London, B.A., a first 
class scholarship of 100 guineas; Thomas Mott Whitehouse, 
Esq., a second class scholarship of 30 guineas. Common 
Law.—Ralph W. B. Barry, Esq., @ first class scholarship 
of 100 guineas ; Henry Terrell, Esq., St. John’s College, 
Cambridge, a second class scholarship of 30 guineas. 





3 





_— 


It is stated that Mr. Worlledge, county court judge fer 
Suffolk, has announced bis intention to resign office in con- 
sequence of advancing years. 

A well-known lawyer, says the Western Jurist, being 
Perplexed over a point of law, called at the office of a 
‘brother attorney to consult him upon it, The latter re- 
marked, with dignity, that be usually had pay for his 
Advice, “Then,” said the applicant, extending fifty cents, 
“tell me all you know, and give me back the change.” 


A correspondent of the Western Jurist says that a young 
lawyer was recently defending a semi-lunatic indicted for 
ny. He commenced his speech as follows:— 
“Gentlemen of the jury, my client, as you must plainly 
ee, is an idiot, but, thanks to the wisdom of the common 
and the egis of our constitution, he this day enjoys 
tthe glorious privilege of being tried by a jury of his 
Peers!” The jury found the prisoner guilty. 





Obituarp. 


SIR STEPHEN CAVE. 


The Right Hon. Sir Stephen Cave, barrister, G.C.B., 
died at Chambery on the the 7th inst. after a painfal ill- 
ness. Sir S. Cave was the youngest son of the late Mr. 
Daniel Cave, of Cleve-hill, Bristol, and was borc in 1820. 
He was edacated at Harrow, and at Balliol College, Ox- 
ford, where he graduated second class in classics in 1843. 
He was called to the bar at the Ianer Temple in Michael- 
mas Term, 1846, and was formerly a member of the Western 
Circuit. He was for several years a director of the Bank 
of England, and in 1859 was elected M.P. for Shoreham in 
the Conservative interest, which seat he retained for 
twenty-one years. In 1866, on the termination of the Harl 
of Derby’s third Ministry, he was appuiated vice-president 
of the Board of Trade, and Paymastsr-General of the 
Forces, and was sworn in as a Pzivy Conuacillor. He 
retired with hia party in December, 1868, and in February, 
1874, on Mr. Disraeli retursing to office, he was appointed 
Judge Advocate-General and Paymaster-General. He 
resigned the former offisze in November, 1875, when he 
was sent on a financial mission to Egypt. He retained the 
office of Paymaster-General (to which no salary is attached) 
till the last general election, when (in consequencsa of 
failing health) he retired from Parliament. Sir S. Cave 
was a magistrate for the county of Sussex, a magistrate 
and depaty-lieutenant for Gloucestershire, and a commis- 
sioner of lieutenancy for the city of London. He always 
took a leading part in the business of the House of Com- 
mons, and he carried several measures through Parliament, 
including the Life Assurance Companies Act, 1871, and 
other important statutes. Sir S. Cave was married to the 
daughter of the Rev. William S. Smyth, of Elkiagtoz Hall, 
Lincoloshire. 


MR. MALIM MESSITER. 


Mr. Malim Messiter, solicitor, of Frome, died at that 
place on the 30th ult. Mr. Messiter was the second son of 
the late Mr, George Messiter, solicitor, of Frome, He 
was born in 1818, and was admitted a solicitor in 
1840. He spent several years at Liverpool, where 
he was formerly managing clerk to the late 
Mr. Whitley, the father of the present member for 
Liverpool. He next resided at Worcester, where he was for 
ashort time associated with Mr. Thomas Huxley. He 
afterwards returned to Frome and went into partnership 
with his father, and since the death of the latter he had 
carried on business alone. Mr. Messiter was a commissioner 
to administer oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, 
and a perpetual commissioner for Somersetshire, and he 
had an extensive private practice. He had been for about 
twenty years registrar of the Frome County Court (Circuit 
No, 52), and also acted as solicitor to the Frome Licensed 
Victuallers’ Association. He was an active supporter ofthe 
Conservative party in the borough and county, and was a 
leading member of the Masonic body in Somersetshira. Mr. 
Messiter was buried at Frome on the 3rd iust. 





*,* The compiler of the obituaries in this journal Jast 
week, owing to a mistake in a Christian name, announced 
the death of Mr. F. Danby Palmer, of Great Yar- 
mouth. Weare happy to learn from that gentleman that he 
is not dead, and is, ‘*in fact, not at all that way inclined.” 
—*p. 8.J.] 








At the Liverpool Police-court on the 4th inst. it ap- 
peared that a policeman had placed a woman in handoatis. 
The chief superintendent was sent for, and, in reply to the 
magistrates, said there was no rale aboat constables using 
handcuffs. If a policeman carried them is would be with- 
out the permission of the head constable, althoagh any 
officer was not prohibited from carrying them. They were 
sometimes very useful in rough neighbourhoods, especially 
when an officer had to take to bridewell a powerful and 
violent man, The magistrates directed She superintendent 
to report the officer's conduct to the head constable, 
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Appoututurents, Ete. 


Mr. Witiiam Freperick BourNE BranpretTH, solicitor 
(of the firm cf Hedges & Brandreth), cf 3, Red Lion-square, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Geratp Jonn Wueeter, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed Official Reporter of Scotch Appeals in the House of 
Lords, on the resignation of Mr. John Fraser Macqueen, 
Q.C. Mr. Wheeler is an LL.B. of Trinity College, Dublin. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in May, 1877, and 
practises as an equity draftsman and conveyancer. 





DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Wyxkenam Grorcz Nicort, and Witt1am Snapp, solici- 
tors, 199, Great Portland-street, and 59, King William-street, 
London (Nicoll & Sharp). May 25, 1880. 

(Gazette, June 8, 1880.) 





Companies. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Joint Stock CoMmPaANIEs. 
Liwitrep In CHANCERY. 


Crvin Service Anp GENERAL BREAD AND FLovr Suppiy ASSOCIATION, 
Lrwitep.—By an order made by V.C. Hall, dated May 25, it was 
ordered that the association qe wound up. Chinery, Aldridge, and 
Cray, Fenchurch-street, solicitors for the petitioners 

Craix’s WacGon Works, Liuitep.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented June 2, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on June 18, 
Beswick and Co, Bedford-row, agents for Blakely, Scarborough, 
solicitor for the petitioner 

East Pantpu Leap Mininc Company, Liwirep.—The M.R. has 
fixed June 15, at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of a 
liquidator 

Eryri State Company, Limitep.—The M.R. has by an order, dated 
March 1, appointed Frederick Bertram Smart, Cannon-street, to 
be afficial liquidator, in the place of James Thomas Snell, late 
official liquidator 

InTERNATIONAL TrapInG Compayy, Limitrep.—V.C. Bacon has 
fixed Monday, June 14, at 12 at his chambers, for the appointment 
of an official liquidator 

Parkeyp Coat Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented June 2, directed to be heard before the M.R. on June 12. 
Pattison and Co, Queen Victoria-street, agents for Murly and Co, 
Bristol, solicitors for the petitioners 

' Gazette, June 4.] 


Carnarvon Pavinion Company, Limitep.—By an order made by 
the M.R. dated May 29, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up. Coote, Cursiter-street, agent for Cowl, Liverpool, 
solicitor for the petitioner. 

Catrerat, Parex Maxine snp Cotton Sprynina Company, 
Limitep.—Creditors are required, on or before July 16, to send 
their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or 
claims to Thomas Gregory, Bacup. Thursday, July 22, at 1, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and cilams. 

Normanton Iron anp Stery Company, Limitep.—The M.R. has 
by an order, dated May 27, appointed Andrew Macredie, George- 
street, Sheffield, to be official liquidator 

Rrrieyx Oty Brewery Company, Limitep.—By an order made by 
V.C. Malins, dated May 7, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up. Chapman, Turner, and Pritchard, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

Tounistan Rattways Company, Limitep.--By an order made by 
V.C. Malins, dated May 28, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the company be continued, Heritage and Co, 
Clement’s-lane, solicitors for the petitioners 

(Gazette, June 8.] 


UN Limitep 1x CHANCERY, 


Becxrastieicn, Totyes, any Soutn Devon Rawnway Company.— 
Persons claiming any debts or liabilities against the company, or 
to be interested in the moneys received and to be received by 
the receiver and manager, are required, on or before July 12, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or liabilities, to Henry Cecil Newton. Drapers-gardens, Throgmor- 
ton-street. Monday, July 19, at twelve, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and liabilities of the company 

Lasp Buitpine Government AND GUARANTEX Sxcunites Society. 
~—By an order made by V.C. Bacon, dated May 29, it was ordered 
that the voluntary bl goer Soe of the societyjbe continued. Jones, 
Queen Victoria-street, solicitor for the petitioners 

Loxpow axp Vineinta Goup anv Coprek Minina Company.— 
Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and a eae of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Barber, Cornhill. riday, August 6, at 12, is appointed for 


hearing and adjadicating upon the debts and claims 
Papstow Torat Loss asp Conision Assunance Association,—By 
an order made by V.C. Malins, dated May 28, it was ordered that 
the association be wound up. Philbrick, Basinghall-street, agent 
for Wallis, Bodmin, solicitor for the petitioners 
(Gazette, Jvne 8.] 





eee 
Faisnpiy Socretres Disso.vep, 


Hanwoop Frirenpty Socigrty, Cock Inn, Hanwood. June 1 
[@azette, Jrne 4.] 


Hearts or Liserty Lisgrat Benzrit Socrety, Wellesley-strects 
Gloucester. June 3 i 
(Gazette, June 8,}, 








Llectton Wetitions, 


————w 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Before Lord Cotrrines, C.J., and Grove, J.) 
June 9.—The Wallingford Eiection Petition. 

The petitioner in this case proposed to administer inter. 
rogatories to the respondent, asking him the number and 
addresses of the committee rooms engaged by him at the 
recent election; the number, names, and addresses of the 
committee men; and a list of the paid agents employed by 
him. The petitioner applied at chambers to Lindley, J., for 
permission to administer the above-mentioned interrogatories, 
but the jadge refused the application with costs, and ap- 
pended to his decision the following note : “I think that on 
the true construction of sections 2 and 26 of the Act of 1868, 
Ihave no power to make this order. The election judges can, 
by making a rule under section 25, authorize interroga- 
tories to be delivered; as yet, however, there is no such 
rule.” 

Appeal therefrom by the petitioner. 

Pollard, for the petitioner.—The application is made under 
the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 125), 
s. 2, which enacts that the Court of Common Pleas “ shal 
subject to the provisions of this Act, have the same power, 
jurisdiction, and authority with reference to an election peti- 
tion, and with the proceedings thereon, asit would have if such 
petition were an ordinary cause within their jurisdiction.” In 
the cases of The Staleybridge Election Petition (19 L. T. N.S. 
703) ; The Coventry Election Petition (Ibid., p. 742) ; and The 
Stafford Election Petition (20 L. T. N. S. 237), there are 
instances of the court having exercised their powers in this 
respect, and the powers of the judge are defined in section 29 
of the Act. [Lord Coxerimper, C.J.—In neither of 
the cases you cite was section 26 referred to; the 
affect of that section is, I think, that we have no 
jurisdiction.] The interrogatories here are merely to 
ascertain whether certain parties were or were nob 
agents of the respondent. [Lord CoLerinex, C.J.—There is 
no common law right to interrogate aman ; you may cross 
examine him, but that isa very different thing. Section? 
contains the words “ subject to the provisions of this Act,” 
and section 26 seems to me as much a provision as any 
other section.] Underrule 44 of the General Rules, 1868, 
“ All interlocatory questions and matters, except as to 
the sufficiency of the security, shall be heard and disposed 
of before a judge who shall have the same control over the 
proceedings under ‘ The Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868,” 
as a judge at chambers in the ordinary proceedings of the 
superior courts, and such questions and matters shall be 
heard and disposed of by one of the judges upon the rota, 
if practicable, and if not, then by any judge at chambers.:” 
(Grove, J.—If a judge has no power without rule 44, that 
rule does not enlarge any jurisdiction. ] 

Moulton, contra, was not heard. 

Lorp Coxerinez, C.J.—I am of opinion that the order 
of my brother Lindley was right, and must be suppor 
The question which we have to decide turns upom 
two or three sections of the Act of 1868, and upon ralé 
44, By section 2, the court is to have the same powere 
and jorisdiction with reference to an election petition as it 
would have if it were an ordinary cause. I have purposely 
left out the words “ subject to the provisions of the Avt;. 
because, if they were not there, there can be no doubt bat 
that the cases cited might apply, for in those cases all' mem 
tion of section 26 is omitted. Section 25 gives power to 
judges on the rota to make rujes of court, and I think that 
these rales, when made, have the force of law. Now, by 
section 26 of the Act, “Until rules of court have beem 
made in pursuance of this Act, and so far as such rules do 
not extend, the principle, practice, and rules on whi 
Committees of the Honse of Commons have heretofore act 
in dealing with election petitions, shall be observed, 80 











* Reported by W. Buew, Es., Rarrister-at-Law. 















decline 
belong 
remem 
would 
rogato! 
be real! 
The m 
questio 
draw t) 
the in 
The ar 

Gro 

App 

Solic 

Solic 


In th 

A, J 
Glouce 
based u 
out (in 
Tewke 

Lusk 
chambe 
court, 
vested 
electio1 


was do’ 
but I 
membe 
special 
before | 
the Act 
self, 
Gro 


Bari 


Priv 
Bristol 
and Br 





4. 
eet 


8.) 


ries, 


)RRESEITE 








June 12, 1880, 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


617 








as may be, by the court and judge in the case of election 
petitions under this Act ;” and by section 29, on the trial 
of an election petition the judge is to have the same power 
as a judge of assize and nist prius; and without drawing up 
an exhaustive catalogue that simply means that he 
may order evidence to be taken on commission, 
insist on the laws of evidence being carried out, and matters 
of that kind. It is said that, under section 2, a judge who, 
so far as I can see in this Act, is not given all the powers 
that are given to the court, can have the same powers, 
jurisdiction, &c.—one of the powers contended for being the 
administering of interrogatories, There is no section 
giving a jndge full power to do all that the 2nd section allows 
the Common Pleas Division to do. Then the 26th sec- 
tion goes on to enact as I have stated above. Administer- 
ing interrogatories to a member of Parliament is a practice 
unknown in times of election committees and was never con- 
templated by the framers of this section, and I for one must 
decline to clothe a judge with power which does not 
belong to him. As regards myself I would go further—for, 
remembering, as I do, how committees were conducted, I 
would say that it would be inconsistent to administer inter- 
rogatories to a sitting member. If the information sought 
be really important, the facts can be got at in another way. 
The member may be put into the witness-box and asked 
questions, andif he declined to answer them the court could 
draw their own conclusion. I am certainly of opinion that 
the interrogatories must not be administered in this court. 
The appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Grove, J., concurred. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 

Solicitors for petitioners, Eilis, Munday, § Co. 

Solicitors for the respondent, Wyatt, Hoskyns, § Hooker. 





The Tewkesbury Election Petition. 


In this case, both parties having consented, 

A, L, Smith appliei that the petition might be tried at 
Gloucester instead of Tewkesbury. The applicatian was 
based upon an affidavit by the Mayor of Tewkesbury, setting 
out (inter alia) that there is insufficient accommodation at 
Tewkesbury. 

Lush, J., had granted the application as prayed for at 
chambers, but following an intimation recently made in this 
court, that the jurisdiction to make such an order 
vested in the Court of Common Pleas, and not in an 
election judge, he now asked the court to affirm the order. 

Lord Coterrper, C.J.—I am unwilling to differ from what 
was doubtless the exercise of a sound discretion by Lush, J., 
but I wish it to be understood that, so long as I ama 
member of this court, Ishall require something stronger under 
special circumstances than merely bearable inconvenience 
before I would sanction a departure from the clear object of 
pe Act that these petitions should be tried in the place it- 
sell, 

Grove, J., concurred. 








Leqislatiaw of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


JUNE 3—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Burials, Pablic Works Loans. 


JUNE 4.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Bitts.—London Tramways Company (Limited), 
Bristol Corporation, Burton-upon-Trent Corporation, Ely 
and Bory St. Edmunds (Light) Railway. é 


BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Shrewsbury (Kingsland) Bridge. 


JUNE 8.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Brits,—Eastbourve Gas, Bury and Tottington 
District Railway, Swindon, Marlborough, and Andover 


Railway. 
BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Public Works Loans (passed through Committee). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME, 
Private Biiis.—Bristol Cemetery, Kensington Impzore- 
Mente, Choitcr Gus. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
JUNE 3.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Employers’ Liability, Salmon Fishery Laws Amendment, 
Bankruptcy Act Amendment. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
PrivaTE Biiis.—South London Tramways (Extensions),. 
Worcester and Aberystwith Junction Railway. 
JUNE 4.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Leases, Partnerships (No. 2). 
BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Employers’ Liability (passed through Committee pro 


Sormé). 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Bill to Consolidate the Law relating to the Manufacture- 

and Sale of Spirits (Lord F. Cavendish). 
JUNE 7.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

PrivaTe Bitts.—Banbury and Cheltenham District Rail-- 
way, Bristol Port and Channel Dock, Mersey Docks and 
Harbour Board, Metropolitan Railway, Trinity Hospital, 


Greenwich. 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
PrivaTE Bitt.—Liverpool Corporation (New Title). 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bill to Amend the Laws relating to the Protection of 
Wild Birds (Mr. Dillwyn). 
JUNE 8.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Brtts —Doncaster Corporation Water, Milford 
Docks, Drainage and Improvement of Lands (No. 2), Local 
Government (Fleetwood, &c.), Local Government (Poor 
Law). 
Bankruptcy. 
JUNE 9.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 
Private BILu.-—Metropolitan District Railway. 
Bills of Sale Act (1878) Amendment, Married Women’s 
Property Acts Consolidation. 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bill to Extend the Union Assessment Committee Acts to- 
single Parishes under separate Boards of Guardians (Mr. 
Hibbert). 








Crevitors’ Claims. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 

Bowra, Frepertck Wit11M, Hazelhurst, East Moulsey, Surrey, 
Esq. July 5. Bowrav Kent, V.C. Malins. Stenning, Walbrook 

Davigs, Janet, St Helen’s rd, Swansea. June ll. Roberts v. 
Prust, M.R. Collins, Swansea 

Davis, Wi.ttram Werntworts, Wanstead, Essex, Floorcloth 
Manufacturer. Davis v Davis, V.C. Malins. Turner, 


Leadenhall st 
[ Gazette, May 24.] 


Garratt, Jonn Watkins, Sutton-under-Brailes, Warwick. June 
11. Prance v Garrett, V.C. Hall. Aplin, Banbury 
IrELAND, RicHarp, Wem, Salop, Wine Merchant. June 30. V.C. 
Malins. Lucas, Wem 
Perkins, Grores, Park st, Southwark, Brewer. June 25. Perkins 
v Perkins, M.R. Marson, Southwark Bridge rd 
[ Gazette, May 28.] 


June 23. 


| Cooxr, Henrretta Francks Brunspon, Putney. July 5, Flack 


| Gregn, Bensamtn, Beeston, York, Grocer. 


| 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


v Page, V.C. Hall. Day, Godalming 


June 30. Green w 
Green, M.R. Dunn, Leeds 

Jongrs, Ricnwarp, Gloucester villas, Ashford, Gent. June 30. Jones 
v Jones, V.C. Hall. Stileman and Neate, Southampton st, Blooms- 
bury s¢ 

Moss, Gaean, York. June 30. 
Richardson, York 

Puitrorts, Joun, Skenfrith, Monmouth, Miller. July 1. 
v Philpotts, V.C. Bacon. Williams, Monmouth 

(Gazeite, June 1.] 


Morritt v Cowling, V.C. Malins, 


Stokes 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 

Brarg, Grorer, Richmond, Surrey. June 24, Nickinson and Co, 
Chancery lane 

Briacksurny, Jony, Brampton, Cumberland, Carter. 
Errington, Carlisle = : 

Bouton, Joun, Gateshead, Durham, Shoemaker, suly 1. Brewis. 
Elsdon, Newcastle on Tyne ‘ 

Bunn, Henry, Sydenham, Kent, Gent. July 6. Westhorp, Ipswich 

Dosps, Saran, Louth, Lincoln. June 22, Allinsons and Allinson, 
Louth 

Etvrin, Jams, East Dereham, Norfolk, Gent, August 10. Cooper 
cud Norgate, East Derebam 


June 236 


Etwrs Rosset, Congham, Norfolk, Esq. July 3, Archer and 
Archer, King's Lynn 
Finer, Joun, Ilfracombe, Devon, Miller, June 21, Chanter and 


Co, Barnstaple 
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‘Goopr, Joun Bresvury, Leamington, Hastings, Warwick, Farmer. 
June 30, - Welchman, Southam, Warwickshire 
Harsgs, Rev. Cuartgs, Torquay, Devon. July 20. Beal, Sessions 
House, Clerkenwell 
Hewss, Mary Ann, Seven Sisters’ rd. July 1. Hanbury and Co, 
New Broad st 
Hitt, Perzr, Walmersley cum Shuttleworth, Lancaster, Innkeeper. 
June 23, Grundy and Co, Bury 
Hout, Witt1aM, Wakefield, York, Gent, June 25. Barratt and 
Senior, Wakefield 
Hupson, Jamus, Great Parndon, Essex, Gent. June 30. Rumney, 
Walbrook 
Jenkins, MARGARET, Glyncorrwg, Glamorgan. July 1. Lewis, 
Bridgend 
JENKINS, W1tttAM, Cranley pl, South Kensington, Barrister at Law. 
June 1. Beachcroft and Thompson, Theobald’s rd, Bedford row 
Jounson, Witnert Grorex, Bootham, York, Gent. June 30. 
White, Great Driffield 
Kine, Joun, Bancroft rd, Mile End Old Town. July 1. King and 
Peto, Abchurch lane 
LEaDBEATER, JAmEs, Cheshunt terrace, Tottenham, Gent. June 30. 
Rumney, Walbrook 
Lowstzy, Harrtorr, East Holme, Weston super Mare. July 1. 
Kearsey and Parsons, Stroud 
Mzacuey, Wit11AM, East Bradenham, Norfolk, Farmer. Aug. 10, 
Cooper and Norgate, East Dereham 
Murray, Witi1am, Wavertree, Lancaster, Gent. July 1. Goffey 
and North, Liverpool 
Powe xt, Atvara, Leeds, Gent. Aug.1. Emsley, Leeds 
Rowe, Janz, Pomphlett, nr Plymouth. June 12. Bulteel and 
Rowe, Plymouth 
Rowe, Rosert, Pomphlett, nr Plymouth. June 12. Bulteel and 
Rowe, Plymouth 
Strpxens, Ann, Burghfield, Berks. June 24. Dryland, Reading 
Storrorp, Lavra, Portman sq. June 24. Hunters and Co, New 
8q, Lincoln’s inn 
TaxLor, WiLL1am, New Bond st, Esq. July 1. Pyke and Minchin, 
Newgate st 
Votcxman, CuArurs, Stratford, Essex, Gent. July 14. Swepstone, 
Lime st 
‘Warp, Witttam, York, Boot Manufacturer. June 1. Dyson, York 
WarinG, Epmunp, Rochdale, Lancaster Wool Dealer. July 1. 
Roberts, Rbchdale 
WeEpGwoop, CHAariEs Janez, Flint Grinder, Burslem. June 17. 
Hollinshead, Tunstall 
Wisk, Freperick, Basingstoke, Southampton, Captain R.N. June 
15. Bulteel and Rowe, Plymouth 
[ Gazette, May 25.] 
Arrxins, THoms, Longton, Stafford, Grocer. July 1. Morgan, 
Stafford 
Avent, Wattrr James Gest, Modbury, Devon, Gent. July 30 
Savery, Modbury 
Bopiz, Epwarp, Whitechapel High-street, Provision Merchant. 
July 31. Mee, Great Winchester st 
Bower, Witti1am, Whatton-in-the-Vale, Nottingham, Farmer. 
July 24. Thorpe and Thorpe, Nottingham 
Bowes, Joun, Carlisle, Joiner. July 16. Errington, Carlisle 
Bravery, Tuomas, Moray-road, Tollington-park, Gent. July 12. 
Wheatley and Son, New inn, Strand 
Brown, JonaTHAN, Sotram, Cambridge, Farmer. July 31. Eadens 
and Knowles, Cambridge 
Bucxiey, Angi, Northenden, Chester, Gent. July 1. Wood and 
Co, Manchester 
Bureorye, Marra, St Mary sq, Paddington Green. July 1. Thom- 
son and Ward, Bedford-row 
‘Cutrton, Rev. Grorce Hitz, Ripple Rectory, Worcester, Clerk. 
June 24. Hooper and Hooper, Worcester 
Davies, Davin, Kerry, Montgomery, Gent. July 1. Howell and 
Co, Welshpool 
Haves, MarGaret, Shrewsbury. July 19. Bradley, Birmingham 
Hanpsvry, Louisa, Hunstanton, St Edmunds, Norfolk. June 22. 
Deacon and Wilkins, Peterborough 
Harrison, Georce Day, Wimbledon, Surrey, Esq. July 31. Swin- 
burne and Mills, Bedford-row 
Hart, Joun, Penge, Surrey, Esq. June ls. Hardisty and Rhodes, 
Gt Marlborough st 
H+wortn, Tueresa, Rowlston Hall, York. July 1. Frankish and 
Co, Hull 
Hirscu, Mary Ann, Edgware rd. June 24. Hicks, Grove road, 
Victoria-park 
Levers, Ricuarp, Ashford-in-the-Water, Derby, Brewery Agent. 
July 31. Coulson, Worksop 
Maxsu, Freperick, sen, Faversham, Kent, Gent. July 12. Wheatly 
and Son, New-inn, Strand 
Martuews, James, Malpas rd, Deptford, Surveyor. June 24, 
Pritchard and Sons, Gracechurch st 
Mocatra, Apranam, Gloucester pl, Portman sq, Esq. July 1. 
Lousada and Emanuel, Austin Friars 4 
Morean, Frepericx, Henfield, Sussex, Gent. June 24. Flowers, 
Steyning 
New, Davin Joun, Cotham, Bristol, Ship and General Smith. 
June 30. Fussell and Co, Bristol 
Joun, Canewdon, Essex, Farmer. July 9. Arthy, Roch- 
or 
Rrppie, Isaac, Bristol, Esq. July 31. Harwood, Bristol 
Ripgk, Joux, Plymouth, Gent, Aug 3. Elworthy and Co, Ply- 
mouth 
Sawer, Henry, Bootle, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. July 1. 
Bremner and Co, Liverpool 
Suaw, THomas Georcx, East Dulwich, Surrey, Wine Merchant. 
July 10, Minet and Co, New Broad st 
Srrutixy, Taomas, Chesterfield st, King’s Cross, Gent. June 30. 
Child and Co, Paul’s Bakehouse-et, Doctor’s-commons 
Youne, James, Hurworth-upon-Tees, Durham, Painter. Aug 9. 
Wooler, Darlington. 
[ Gazette, May 28. ] 








Cuurt Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court of Master OF THE 
Date. APPRAL. Rous. V.C. Manin, 
Monday, June'l4Mr. Latham Mr. King Me. Koe 
Tuesday,...... 15 Leach Merivale Clowes 
Wednesday.... 16 Latham King Koe 
Thursday .... 17 Leach Merivale Clowes 
Friday........ 18 Latham King Koe 
Saturday .... 19 Leach Merivale Clowes 
V.C. Bacon. V.C. Han, Mr quetien 
Monday, June 14Mr.Farrer Mr.Cobby Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday ...... 15 Teesdale Jackson Ward 
Wednesday.... 16 Farrer Cobby Pemberton 
Thursday .... 17 Teesdale Jackson Ward 
Friday......e. 18 Farrer Cobby Pemberton 
Saturday ....19 Teesdale Jackson Ward 





SUMMER ASSIZES. 


The following commission days have been fixed :— 

Miptanp Circuit. —(Pollock, B., and Huddleston, B.)— 
Aylesbury, Tuesday, July 6; Bedford, Thursday, July 8; 
Northampton, Monday, July 12 ; Leicester, Thursday, July 
15 ; Oakham, Monday, July 19; Linsolo, Tuesday, July 20; 
Nottingham, Saturday, July 24 ; Derby, Thursday, July 29 ; 
Warwick, Monday, August 2, 

Nortu-Eastern Crrovir.—(Stephen, J., and Bowen, J.) 
—Neweastle, Tuesday, July 6; Durham, Tuesday, July 13; 
York, Tnesday, July 20 ; Leeds, Monday, July 26. 

Western Crtrcutr.—(Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Grove, J.) 
— Winchester, Wednesday, June 30; Salisbury, Thursday, 
July 8 ; Dorchester, Monday, July 12; Exeter, ‘Thursday, 
July 15; Bodmin, Wednesday, July 21; Wells, Saturday, 
July 24; Bristol, Friday, July 30, 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


MIDDLESEX.—TRINITY SITTING, 1880. 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continu-d from page 580.) 
CP 77 English trustee &c (R Davies) v Allen (G and W Webb) com 
SJ 


Q B 78 Cullwick (N Gedye) v Palmer and anr (F W Denny) stayed 

Ex 79 Bass and Co (R H Wilkin) v Horne (Hurford and ‘T) 

Q B 80 Rice {Lewis and L) v East and West India Dock Co (Fresh. 
fields and W) stayed SJ s 

QB 81 The Nitro-Phosphate and Odams Chemical Manure Co, limd 
(Kingsford and Co) v Roberts (Williamson, H and Co) 
stayed 8J : 

QB 82 Richardson (Bird, M and R) v Oldham and Canning 
(Mathews and 8) postponed SJ 

Ex 83 Parris (J N Mason) v Blowes (Beaumont and W) stayed 

C P 84 Charles (Trinder and Curtis Hayward) v Bischoffsheim 
anr (Freshfields and W ; Elmslie and Co) com SJ 

Q B 85 Redmond (Wontner and Sons) v Gamble (Lewis and L) 

Ex 86 J and A Blyth, limd (Lyne and H) v Brown (Ashurst, M and 
Co) SJ 

CP 87 Pn (H Montagu) v Rothenheim (Lumley and L) com 

Ex 88 Belli (P A Hanrof® v Lane (Foss and Legg) SJ 

Ex 989 Josolyne, trustee of Crawcour (Dixon, Ward and Co) v Ry- 
don (W H Bennett) SJ 5 

QB 90 Wadsworth (‘I D Dutton) v Bonham and Wife (Clutton and 
H 


Ex 91 Iles (Taylor and Hales) v Brook and Co (J B Lay) 

C P 92 British Mutual Investment Co, limd (Barnard and Co) Vv 
Williams (Stephens and 8) postponed 

Ex 93 Clarke (Taylor, H and T) v Smith (Brandon and Co) post- 
yoned 

QB 94 The Cowes and Newport Ry Co (Lambert, P and 8) v Mew 
and ors (Stocken and J) without jury 

Ex 95 Holmes and anr (Norris, A and Co) v Bousfield (J Rae) SJ 

Q B 96 Leschallas (Merriman, P and M) v Shreeve and ors (A 
Tower; W P Moore) postponed SJ 

QB 9¥ Mesher (G Thompson) v Cohen (Swann and Co) 

Ex 98 Kemp (G H Carthew) v Sewell (Monckton, Land Co) post 
yoned SJ 

Ex 99 Ortelli Miller and M) v Ward (Curtis and B) stayed 





Ex 100 Nicholls (Bolton and M) v Cox (Harris and P) SJ : 

Ex 101 Same (Same) y ‘The Fanciers’ Chronicle Publishing Co 
(Rogerson and I") 8J " 

Q B 102 Scott (H T Tiddeman) * Scott (G H Finch) stayed 

CP 108 Colliver (N Bennett) v Elkington (J Green : 

| Ex 104 Martin (W B Brook) v Dunn (A 'T Hewitt) without jury 

© P 105 Davenport (Campbell, R and H) v Green (W W Wynne) 

Ex 106 Beale (G H Carthew) v Sewell (Monckton, L and Co) post 
poned SJ” 

Ex 107 Humby (Clarke, W and Co) v Price aud anr (E Pescopp) 

CP 108 Boisset and anr (Campbell, R and H) v Isaacson (Dod and 


| L) 
| QB 109 Wingfield (W H Hughes) v Scrimgronr (Miler and ‘M) 
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QB 110 Maple and Co (Lumley and L ) v Mapleson (J and R Gole) 
@P 111 Peacock (Woodbridge and Sons) v The Ealing Local Board 
(8 Pilley, junr) pt hd without jury 
QB 112 Brewis (C O Humphreys and Son) v Stacpoole (S Scott) SJ 
B 113 Barnett (G Badham) v Hodges (G@ Blagden) ees 
P 114 Ellis (W Maynard)v L and S-Western Ry Co (M H Hall) SJ 
B 115 Ladd (Munton and M) v Proctor (W Butcher) 
116 Sievers (W G Whitmarsh) v Davidson (T W Nelson) 
B 117 Sewell (Monckton, L and Co) v Kemp (G H Carthew) SJ 
P 118 Paine (J J Merriman) v Harston (In person) SJ 
fx 119 Huband (E D Lewis) v Flight (Lewis and Sons) postponed 
Ex 120 on (Doyle and Sons) v Stephens (Walker and Co) 
S 


fx 121 Roper (Ingle, C and H) v South-Eastern Ry Co (W R 
Stevens) SJ 
OP 122 Dudley (Hicks and A) v Galt (W H Hudson) 
Ex 123 Newton and Son (J M Chamberlain) vy Borkwood and anr 
(J Scaife) postponed 
OP 124 Barwick (J D Botterell) v Pirie and Co (Parker and Co) com 
Bx 125 Guelton (i G Gorton) v Harrison (W Rawlins) 
B 126 Carter (A E Copp) v Hurst (J H Shakespear) 
? 127 Hine-Haycock and anr (H Haycock and B) v Hoare and 
Wife (T W Buckler) SJ 
fk 128 Kersey (Sandom, K and C) v King (Brook and C) 
B 129 Whiteley (C M Roche) v Sharpe (J W Talbot) 
P 130 Kinnaird and ors (Burrows and B) v Pulbrook and ors (H 
Wickens) 
OP 131 Sidey (J Geaussent) v Leggett and anr (Lucas and Coe) 
CP 132 Woodbridge (Barton Brown and Co) v Parks (Wyatt and B) 
OP 133 Tucker (J Mote) v South Eastern Ry Co (W R Stevens) SJ 
QP 134 Ames and Wife (Noon and C) v The Great Eastern Ry Co 
C A Curwood) 8J 
Ex 135 Moore Bros (J M Green) v Lezard (A Leslie) 
Ex 136 Loibl ( T A G Powell) v Mapleson (J and R Gole) 
2” 137 Madocks (‘T D Dutton) v Smyth (Venn and Co) 
138 Nugent (Routh, S and Co) v Henshaw (Nash and F) 
CP 139 Harnett (Digby and T) v Vise and Wife (T S George) SJ 
QB 140 Hanson (Vallance and V) v The Ecclesiastical Commrs for 
England (White, B and Co) SJ 
Ex 141 Deuny (S J Debenham) v Prentice and anr (Bullen and Co; 
M Bradford) com 
Ex 142 Jenkins (Remnant, P and G) v De la Pryme(W R Dent) SJ 
QB 143 Balgooley Distillery Co, limd (F Heritage and Co) v Wal- 
lace (F M Harvey) SJ 
Ex 144 Jordan (H H Hde) v Kelsey (Gush and P) 
OP 145 Jordan (Same) v Governor and Co of the New River 
(Thompson and D) 
OP 146 De Angioli (Turner and Son) v Bowman and anr (Prior, B 


C and A) 
OP 147 Bolitho and Sons (R W Childs and B) v Grepe, Dawe 
trustee of (Surr, G and B 
QB 148 Callow (J A Macarthur) v Oetzman and ors (Dod and L) 
CP 149 Watson (T R Watson) v Phillips, executrix, and ors (J C 
Cox ; Wontner and Sons) 
CP 150 Benjamin (M S Rubenstein) v Brittlebank (Satchell and C) 
Ex 151 Killingsworth (Plunkett and L) v Brooks, junr, and anr 
(Miller and W) SJ 





OP 152 Edwards (Smith, D and Co) v Morris (C E Abbott) 
Ex 153 Bell, extrix (E Kennedy) v Luff (H Smith) 

Ex 154 Merricks (Kennedy, H and K) v Nash (R K Bartlett) 

@P 155 Muller (T C Russel) v Huskisson (Young and Son) 

156 Buttress and Wife (W Brewer) v Taylor (J Croft) SJ 

QB 157 Nanson (Vallance and V) v H E Hill (Chappell and G) 

CP 158 Graham (L A Wenn) v Helmore (A Derry) 

Ex 159 Van Tenac (Sandom, K and K) v Sheppard (Podmore and 


# 


H 
CP 160 me (J C Stogdon) v London and Westminster Bank 
Travers,S andCo) . 
QB 161 L and S-Western Bank, limd (Vallance and V ) v Coshall 


‘oole 
CP 162 Horner (S Betteley and Co) v Oyler and anr (Turner and 
Ss 


on 
Ex 163 Abbott and Co (L Barnett) v Ross (J C Scard) SJ 
QB 164 Knight (R Chapman) v Morgan (G M Wetherfield) 
Ex 165 Willatts (Hine, Haycoek and B) v South zate and ors (Allen 
and G; T Bowker) SJ 
QB 166 Browning and ors (Layton, Son and L) v Norman (J H 


aring) 

Ex 167 Cook (As Murray) v Hudson (W H Hudson) 

Ix 168 Evens (E B Tattershall) v Boyce and Co (Emanuel and Co) 

CP 169 Thompson and Son (Wild, B and W) v Leutner (D E 
Chandler) stayed 

CP 170 Steel and anr (Prior, B C and A) v Sinclair (W R Philp) 

Ex 171 Hicks the younger (W J Child and Son) v Faulkner (GT 
Robinson 

as 172 Crozier (R Chapman) v Bray (G Blagden) 

x 173 Todd (Thomson and W) v Browne (‘l’ W Buckler) 

QB 174 Shearburn (Rooks and Co) v Stevens and anr (Beaumont 
and W; Watson, Sons and R) SJ 

QB 175 Grove (J H Lamb) v Whiffen (H J and T Child) 

My 176 Gigney (Slee, O and B) v Elliott (J Kempster) 

P 177 Collier (E Sweeting) v Braid and anr (J Nicholls) 

CP 178 Waddup (G W Lay) v Wright (W J Hobbes) 

Ex 179 Kino (Terrell and H) v Pilbrow (Woodfin and W) 

Ex 180 Allpress (A West) v Hills (W Shearman) 

Ex 181 Hunt (R L Ratcliff) v Hanson (Vallance and V) SJ 

QB 182 Cohen (Belfrage and Co) v Veitch and ors (J D Botterell; 
Wright and P) 

CP 183 Flower and ors (L T Whitbourne) v Hutton (Lewis and L) 

Ex 184 Dodd (Hanbury, H and W) v Knight (J 'T Moss) 

Ex 185 Lacey (M Hawkins) v Knox (T W Goldring) 

Ex 186 Stephens and ors (Langdale and T) v Baker and anr (JD 


Goren 
OP 187 Styles de A Edgar) v Cockburn (Faithful and 0) SJ 
22 188 Hoperaft (J Andrews) v Atkinson v C E Weigall) 
P\ 189 Purser and Wife (H D Ilderton) vy N Metropolitan Tram Co 
(H C Godfray) SJ 








QB 190 Fane Seageen RS Fae heen De a ae (Ashurst, M 


an 

CP 191 Thornton and Co (Wlison, B and C) v Berry and Co, limd 
(G Lucas) comm SJ 

CP 192 Lord Beaumont (Campbell, R and H) v Barber (D B. 
Chandler) 

QB 193 Myers (GS and H Brandon) v Hall (H Fox) 

QB 194 Marsh (Lewis and L) v Blakemore and Co (H Tyrell) 

Q B 195 Schweizer (Same) v Levinstein and Sons (C Turner) 

Ex 196 Collins (R V Chilcott) v Warmisham (In Person) 

Ex 197 Johnstone (Paterson, S and B) v Southee (Prior, C B and 


Ex 
QB 
CP 
CP 
cP 
Ex 
Ex 


jury 

QB 205 Jacob and anr (H H Myer) v Day (N White) 

CP 206 Griffin (J C E Weigall) v Hall (Lyne and H) SJ 

QB 207 Commissioners of Admiralty (Hare and Fell) v Temperley 
and ors (Hollams, Son and C) 

208 Heath (Truefitt and G) v Lloyd (T Johnson) 

200 Johnson and ors (W Hicks) v Gas Light and Coke Co(Bed- 
ford and W) SJ 

210 Eason (D Wade) v Roberts and anr (F C Greenfield) 8J 

211 Py,.3 (Heathfield and Son) v Spencer and ors (Smith, 
S and C) 

212 Wilshin (W Medcalf) v Todd (G@ Badham) 

213 Mein (W Shearman) v Weigel (W Beck) 

214 O’Sullivan (E A Swan) v Sheldon (A T Burr) 

215 Moore (Truefitt and G) v Buckler (Lawrence, P and B) 

216 Horne (S'S Seal) v Angerstein and anr (Tidy and T) 

217 Lord Fitzhardinge (Horn and M) v Fish (Stileman and N) 


A) SJ 
198 Johnson and anr (B Davis) v Ashby and Co (S D Ashby) 
199 Ellam (Hopgood, F and D) v Stratford (J M Maddox) SJ 
200 Ruel (H W Cattlin) v Tatnell (Button and Co) 
201 Lloyd (G Blagden) v Vorley (Young and Sons) 
202 Curtiss (Nieckinson, P and N) v Isaaeson (Dod and L} 
203 Sowerbutts (Chappell and G) v Gillard (W G Whitmarsh) 
204 Evans (GH Holden) v Ancketill (J BR Chidley) without 
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218 Whitehead (Heritage and Co) v Hudson (Tilley and 8) 

219 Ash (E A Swan) v Baily (Birch, I and H) 

220 Knight (Y¥ Southee) v Terry (J E Terry) 

221 Waller and ors (Hopgood, F and D) v Kelk, Bart (Flad- 
gate, S and F) 

222 McAllister (Hewitt and A) v Bishop of Rochester and ors 
(Sandilands, H and Co) without jury 

223 Williams (Cookson, W and P) v Good (Tucker, B and Co) 

224 Harper (W H B Pain) v James (Cooke, C and 8) 

225 Clark (S S Seal) v Hughes (Bower and C) SJ 

226 Apsey (D Wade) v Bowchier (Wright and Law) 

227 Garner (Prockter and A) v Williams and ors (Layton, Son. 


and L) 

228 Bodeker (H W Mackreth) v The Cotton Powder Co (Til- 
leard, G and Co) 

229 Bone (C O Newman) v Walker (C E Goldring) 

230 Johnson, Hannah and ors (W Hicks) v The Gas Light and 
Coke Co (Bedford and W) SJ 

231 Walker (Field, R and Co) v Palmer (H B Dunn) 

232 Kew (Lovett and Co) v Barrow (Lumley and L) 

233 Chiffereil and anr (C Foster) v Oliver and ors (Wright 
and P) 

234 Davis and Co (R Davies) v Blackburn (T W Baldwin) 

235 The City of London Discount Corporation, limd (W P 
Slater) v Lacey (J Evans) 

236 Rice (W Brewer) v Calver and anr (Stones and Co; Robin- 
son and Co) 

237 Seal (Blake and Snow) v Wenham (H W Christmas) 

233 Webb (J H Lee) v Kitsell (Hollingsworth, T and A) 

239 Dillon (T E Watkin) v Plues (Peacock and G) 

240 Lange and Son (E H Biggin) v Luscher (S Roberts) 

B 241 Ward (Boxall and B) v Pilley (H Morris) . 

242 Flower and ors (Flower and N) v Palmar and anr (Hub- 
bard, Son and R) 

QB 343 Thomson (Brighten, P and N) v Heathcote (Talbot and T)} 
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QB 244 Metopolitan Railway Co (Burchells) vy Coulson (G H Hall). 
without jury 
QB 245 Hill (J M Weightman) v Beyfus and ors (Beyfus and B) 
Q B 246 Corcoran, Witt and Co (Cattarns, J and H) v Phippen aad 
anr (Simpson and C) by judge and assessor 
QB 247 Gt Britain Mutual Life Assurance Society (Prideaux and 
Son) v Lamb (Peacock and G) SJ 
Ex 248 Bird and anr (Hine-Haycocx and B) v Hemery (W F 
Stokes) SJ 
QB 249 Catford (Carr, B D and M) v The London Street Tramways 
Co (Ashurst, M and Co) SJ 
250 The London and South-Western Rail Co (M H Hall)v 
Watts (J Emanuel and Co) 
Ex 251 Allen (G Reader) v Sheather (Dod and L) 
Ex 252 oe and B) v London Tramway Co (H C God- 
fray) SJ 
Chy 253 Ormond (R Wood) v Tuckey (J Terry) SJ 
wx 254 Webb (Miller and W) v Salisbury (C W Taylor) ; 
QB 255 Turquand and ors (H Kimber and Co) v Fearon (Herbert 
and K) 
Ex 256 White (G Reader) v Larkin (Cattarns, J and H) : 
QB 257 Kempton Park Racecourse Co (Ford, L and B) v Browning 
and i Price) 
QB 258 Goldschnfdt and anr (J R Macarthur) v Scheurer (J B 
Abbott) ‘ 
QB 259 Llewellyn (Nash and F) v Lewis (Micklethwaite and Co) 
Q B 260 Bellingham (T H Mortimer) v Warwick (Miller, 8 and b) 
QB 261 Jones (S Chapman) v Meyer (Nash and F) sw 
Q B 262 Mavis (Keane and 8) v Thorniley (J T Hazeldine) 
QB 263 Blackman (Morris and N) v Trimmer (Johnson and W) 
CP 264 Phillips (Moresby-White and J) v Clarke (Field, R and Co} 
(withoat jury) 
C P 265 Taylor (Patey and W) v Cookson and anr (Allen and G) 


CP 


<=) 


ios 


. QB 266 Brett, trustee, &c (M Abrahams and Co) vy Adams and Sons 


(Milne and Co) 
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© P 267 Acres and Co (W Crook) v Davison (Hollams, Son and C) 

CP 268 Yes, ¢ St Luke, Middlesex (W W Hayne) v Simmons (L 
arnett) 

C P 269 Digby and anr (Digby and J) v Welply (J ES King) 

ix 270 Brass (Duignan and 8) v Kinnear (J Hill) 

Ex 271 Brinjes and anr (E B Tattershall) v Sholl (J Murray) 

QB 272 Letts (J P Biggenden) v Onion and anr (Angell and Co) 

Ex 273 Revell (J Goren) v Cowell and anr (C Mossop) SJ 

© P 274 Fox and anr (J Rae) v Kipling (W A Downing) 

275 Cole (J J Watts) v Burns (Nash and F) 

276 Barter and Co Roberts and B) v Ferguson (T H Horwood) 

277 Riebo!d (J J Watts) v Gurrin (W A Downing) 

278 Bidder (Wyatt and B) v Merritt and anr (Munns and L) 

279 Winstanley (Plunkett and L) v Pollen (Peacock and G) 

280 Maeers (G T Robinson) v Davis and Son (Ovans, B and A) 

281 Esson (Nash and F) v Gooch (Nye and G) 

282 Rogers (J Rae) v Brown (J T Davis) SJ 

283 Courage and anr (Ovans, B and Co) v Hose (H M Ody) 

284 Caslake (E T Hewitt) v Bywaters and anr (Campbell, R 


a 
a) 


an 
285 Beere and Wife (Pawle, F and C) vNeville (Horn and M) 
286 Brooks (W A Downing) v Williams (H Tyrrell) 
287 Ross (H Levy) v Seaward and anr (Lowless and Co) 
288 oy trustee, &c (G@ L P Eyre and Co) v Hastings (SS 
ea 
289 Windover (J N Fulton) v Jones (W Heggerty) SJ 
290 Fox and anr (Lewin and Co) v Morris (E G Lawrence) 
291 Reynolds (J 'T Davis) v Green and anr (Bartley and J) 
292 Dingley (W Maynard) v Wilson (Tucker and Co) 
293 Pyke (M S Rubenstein) v Taylor (J Burn) 
294 Cruwys (G B Howard) v Gadsby (Lewis and Lewis) 
(To be continued.) 
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Heqal Pews. 


On the 31st ult., in the House of Commons, Mr. Gorst 
asked whether it was intended to continue the present 
system of holding four assizes annually, The Attorney- 
General replied that for the present the Government had 
no intention of altering the existing arrangement. 


Two cases, says the Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence, in 
which the offence charged was personation at a parliamen- 
tary election, tried in the end of April last—one in the 
Sheriff Court of Glasgow, the other in the Central Criminal 
Court of London—illustrate the unequal incidence of jastice 
more notably than any cases we have seen for a consider- 
able time. In the Sheriff Court of Glasgow on the 30th 
of April a man who pleaded guilty to personation was 
sentenced to eight months’ imprisonment with hard labour. 
On the previous day two men were sentenced in the Central 
Criminal Court for thesame offenceof personation ata Parlia- 
mentary election. The first was sentenced to three days’ 
imprisonment with hard labour, the result of which, says 
the Zimes report, was that he was immediately discharged. 
The other was ordered to give two sureties of £25 and to 
enter into his own recognizances of £50 to come up for 
sentence whenever he was called upon so to do ; that is to 
say, he was let off without any punishment at all except 
the fright. Perhaps Mr. Baron Pollock, the judge who 
gave these lenient sentences, had some compunetion in 
awarding the only punishment he could legally inflict 
under the statute in that case provided, viz., imprison- 
ment together with hard labour. If he had given impri- 
sSonment without hard labonr, the sentence would have been 
illegal (Ferguson v. Thow, June 30, 1862, 4 Irv. 196). We 
think this is a mistake in the Act, and that the judge should 
have it in his option to award or withhold the aggravated 
punishment of hard labour according to the circumstances 
of the case, If the sentences in the Central Criminal 
Court seem to err on the side of leniency, certainly 
this defect has been amply made up for by 
the sentence in the Glasgow Sheriff Court. Eight 
months’ imprisonment with hard labour for an 
offence which has not yet become so common that stern 
measures are required for its repression, and which 
entailed no great damage to society (for what is the loss of 
one vote when thirty or forty thousand pecple are 
voting ?), is surely a more than adequate punishment, 
Some time ago a man was tried before Lord Young in the 
High Court of Justiciary for stabbing another man in the 
throat so severely that he bled to death ina minute or 
two. He pleaded guilty to culpable homicide, and he was 
sentenced to eight months’ imprisonment without hard 
labour. Have we got to be such a political people that it 
is worse to take away a man’s vote than to take away his 
life? It will be remembered also that in the beginning 
of last year the City of Glasgow Bank directors received a 








similar sentence of eight months’ imprisonment without 
hard labour. 


At the Mansion House Police-court on Monday, H 
Arthur Watts, clerk, was charged with stealing during the 
month of May, 1880, a letter containing two bills of ex. 
change for £103 6s, a letter containing a post-office order, 
value 10s. 6d., and between 7s. and 8s. worth of postage 
stamps, the property of Mr. James Smith Hepburn, solicitor, 
of Bird-in-Hand-court, Cheapside. In May last, the prisoner 
entered the service of the prosecutor asa clerk, his du 
being to stamp and post letters and keep the letter-book, 
Recently letters had been received complaining of the non. 
delivery of letters, and it was also discovered that there was 
a deficiency of between 7s. and 8s. in stamps. On the 28th 
of Maya letter containing two bills of exchange, value 
£103 6s, was given to the prisoner to deliver ; subsequently, 
on June 4, a letter was received stating that the bills had not 
been received, and in consequence the police were communi. 
cated with. On Saturday the prisoner was arrested by 
Detective-serjeant Child, of the City Police, in Romney. 
street, Westminster, when he admitted his guilt. On his 
lodgings being searched the bills in question were found in 
his box, a letter containing u post-office order for 10s. 6d, 
and also twenty-eight other letters which he should have 
posted, fourteen letters belonging to a firm of solicitors in 
whose employment the prisoner had been. Mr. Hepburn, 
the prosecutor, said the letters found at the lodgings of the 
prisoner, though not containing many valuables, were of the 
utmost importance. He thought the prisoner had embezzled 
the stamps and suppressed the Jetters. The prisoner, who 
said he had been in difficulties, was sentenced to two months’ 
imprisonment. 


In the Probate and Divorce Division on Tuesday last, in 
a case of Wickham v. Wickham, it appeared that, on the 
petition of the wife, a decree nist was made on the 17th of 
June, 1868, for a dissolution of her marriage with the re- 
spondent. Her solicitor, since deceased, assured her that 
the making the decree absolute was a matter of form to 
which he would attend, and relying on his assurance, and in 
the belief that all things proper had been done in the matter, 
the petitioner went through a ceremony of marriage in 
Lancashire, in September, 1871, with one Daniel Smyley, 
with whom she has since lived, and by whom she has had a 
family. The decre nist was never made absolute, owing to 
unaccountable neglect on the part of the solicitor, but the 
fact did not come to the knowledye of the petitioner until 
the 8th of May last. Her marriage with Smyley was in- 
valid, having been entered into before her marriage with 
Wickham had been actually dissolved by the decree nisi 
being made absolute.—-Searle, for the petitioner, moved the 
court on Tuesday last to make the decree absolute. The 
petitioner was an innocent party in the matter, avd there 
was no opposition to the decres,—The President intimated 
that he was prepared to make the decree absolute, but he 
thought that before doing so, notice of the application 
should be given to the Queen’s Proctor.—Gorst, Q.C., now 
appeared on behalf of the Queen’s Proctor, acting by di- 
rection of the Attorney-General. It was not desired, he 
said, in the circumstances of the case to offer any opposition 
to the decree being made absolute, but the Attorney-General 
thonght it — that some one should appear on his behalf 
to direct public attention to the great danger suitors in this 
court iacurred in neglecting to have the decrees obtained by 
them made absolute. It was well that that fact should be 
generally known, and that parties should not rely solely on 
the assurances of their solicitors in the matter.—The Presi- 
dent said he quite agreed in the force of the learned counsel’s 
observations. When the matter came first before him, he 
felt that it was a serious questiou, and that it was right 
that the Queen’s Proctor should have notice of the applica- 
tion. He trusted that persons interested in such matters 
would take warning by the case. He was, however, happy 
to be able to act upon his first impression in regard to it, 
and he should therefore make the decree absolute. 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 








June 14.—Mr. Joun Daviss, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
and Leasehold ig ie (see advertisement, this week, p. 16). 
June 14.—Messrs. Hanky Foster & Co., at the Mart, at 1 
p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see adve' 
this week, p. 8). 
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!Jane 15.—Messrs. Cutnnock, GaLswortTHy, & CHINNOCK, 
at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground Rents and Houses 
(see advertisement this week, p. 7). 

June 15,—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGE- 
WATER, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold 
Estates (sec advertisements this week, p. 11). 

June 15.—Mr. WaLTER KNIGHT, at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, 
atl p.m., 2 Proparties (see advertisement this week, p. 16). 
June 15.—Mr. Ronins, at the Mart, at 12 for 1 p.m., Freehold 

Ground Rents (see advertisement this week, p. 16). 

June 18.—Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co., at the 
Mart, Freehold Properties, Ground Rents, &c. (see advertise- 
ments | 15, p. 8, and this week, p. 7). 

‘June 18,—Messrs. THurcoop & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Freehold Property (see advertisement May 22, p. 4). 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

‘Benett.—June 6, at 12, Morice-square, Devonport, the wife 
of Charles H. Benett, solicitor, of a eon. 

*CoLLEY.—May 25, at Thoby Priory, Brentwood, the wife of 
Philip Colley, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Fie.p1Inc.—May 22, at St. Dunstan’s, Cant erbury, the wife of 
Allen Fielding, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Mowatr.—May 24. at 5, Notting-hill-square, W., the wife of 
James Mowatt, M.A., of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, 
F.R.G.S., of a son. 

-MaBERLY.—June 3, at Green Bank, Eccles, Manchester, the 
wife of Alex. C. Maberly, barrister-at-law, of a daughter, 
who survived her birth only an hour. 

‘Prance.—June 4, at 39, Westbourne-park, the wife of Miles 
H. Prance, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

RonErts.— Juve 4, at Higher-terrvcs, St. Leonard, Exeter, the 
wife of Mr. Charles T. K. Roberts, solicitor, of a daughter. 
‘SEBASTIAN.—J une 6, at Merstham, Surrey, the wife of Lewis 
Boyd Sebastian, barrister-at-law, prematurely, of a son, who 

survived his birth less than two hours. 
TAGE. 

BaKkER—BARROW.—May 29, at the parish church, St. John’s, 
Holloway, Charles Baker, barrister-at-law, of 24, Ladbroke- 
road, Notting-hill, to Alice, daughter of the late John G. 
Barrow, M.R.C.S.. of Davies-street, Berkeley-square. 

‘PowELL—JonEs.—June 3, at Newtown, Montgomeryshire, 
Edward Powell, of Newton, solicitor, to Mary Eleanor 
Pughe, daughter of Pryce Jones, of Dolerw, Newtown. 

DEATHS. 

Buxton.—June 6, at 2, Sidney-street, South Kensington, 
Harry Wilmot Buxton, barrister-at-law, F.R.A.S., of Ash- 
bourne, Derbyshire. 

oy" aaa 30, at Frome, Malim Messiter, solicitor, aged 





'PEACHEY.— May 31, at St.. Leonards, James Pearse Peachey, 
cf the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 55. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 





Bankrapts. 
Fripay, June 4, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Buchanan, A Y , Wimpole-street, Coffee Planter in Ceylon. Pet 
Junel. Murray. June 18 at 11 
‘Capel, Thomas John, Wright’s lane, Kensington, Clerk in Orders. 
Pet June 1. Murray. June 18 at 11 
‘Grant, Richard, Crawford st, Portman sq, House Decorator. Pet 
June 2, Brougham. June 15 at 1 
Jefferis, Lewis, Cork st, Hotel Proprietor. Pet June 2. Brougham. 


June 15 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
i scien, Dawlish, Devon, Pet June 1. Daw. Exeter, June 
Oe?) 

Binns, Uriah, Sowerby Bridge, York, Machine Maker. Pet May 20. 
Rankin, Halifax, June 17 at 11 

Boyall, Rickard Jobn, Grantham, Lincoln, Carriage Manufacturer. 
Pet June 1. Speed. Nottingham, June 22 at 11 

Harrison, Dewhurst Bilsby, Southsea, Hants, Travelling Auctioneer. 

App May 13. Renny. Portsmouth, June 21 at 12 

Wal ace, Archibald, Liverpool, Commission Merchant. Pet June 2. 
Bellringer. Liverpool, Apr 16 at 12 

Westman, Hugo, Birmingham, Joinery Manufacturer. Pet June 1. 
Parry. Birmingham, June 15 at 2.30 

Winson, John, Cosby, Leicester, Cattle Dealer. Pet May 31. Moore. 
Leicester, June 15 at 11 


TvuxEspay, June 8, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 

ant, To Surrender in London. 

Large, William Henry, Romilly rd, Finsbury pk, Builder. Pet June 
4, Fep 8. June 23 at 11 

May, William, Stockwell, Surrey, Grocer. Pet June 3, Hazlitt. 
June 23 at 11 








To Surrender in the Country. 

Cox, George, Liskeard, Cornwall, Tanner, Pet June 4. Gidley. 
East Stonehouse, June 25 at 12 

Godber, Samuel, Balderton, Nottingham, Farmer. Pet June 3. 
8 . Nottingham, June 22 at 12 

Jeliff, George, Aldenham, Hertford, Baker. Pet June 1.“ Edwards. 
St Albans, June 23 at 3 

Malpas, Michael, Salford, Lancaster, Grocer. Pet June 4. Hulton, 
Salford, June 23 at 11 

Massey, Samuel, Warrington, Wheelwright. 
son. Warrington, June 22 at 3 

Stevenson, Robert Albert William, Liverpool, Veterinary Surgeon, 
Pet June 4. Bellringer. Liverpool, June 21 at 11 

Sweet, Henry Sanders, Exeter, Dairyman. Pet June 5. Daw. 
Exeter, June 22 at 1 

Wills, Naomi, and Charles Travell, Sandiacre, Derby, Lace Manu- 
facturers. Pet June 4. Speed. Nottingham, June 22 at 3 


App June 3. Nicol- 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frripay, June 4, 1880. 
oe Edwin, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer, 
une 1 
Stuart, Sir Simeon, Bath, Bart. May 29 


Tuxspay, June 8, 1880, 


Blakey, Luke, Burnley, Lancaster, Grocer. June 3 

Bone, William, Craven st, Strand, out of business. June 1 

Quin, Windham Henry Wyndham, Brighton, a Lieutenant in her 
Majesty’s 16th Regiment of Lancers. May 28 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 


FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, June 4, 1880, 

Armistead, Joseph John, and Arthur Wilson Armistead, Leeds, 
Drysalters. June 21 at 3 at offices of North and Sons, East parade 
Leeds 

Askwith, Edward, Liverpool, Baker. June 22 at 3 at officesof Jones 
and Pride, North John st, Liverpool 

Averre, William, Poplar High st, Grocer. June 16 at offices of Crew- 
ther, Abchurch lane 

Barber, Elizabeth, Birmingham, Hosier. 
Wills and Newey, Ann st, Birmingham 

Beck, Thomas, Gainsford, Durham, Innkeeper. June 17 at 11 at office 
of Clayhills, Coniscliffe rd, Darlington 

Bee, Matthew Stephenson, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Tailor. June 14 
at 11 at offices of Grange and Wintringham, St Mary’s chambers, 
West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsby 

Bird, Charles, Leicester, Framework Knitter. June 18 at 11 at offices 
of Wright and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Bonehill, ‘Theophilus, Birmingham, Grocer. June 16 at 3 at offices of 
Buller and Bickley, Bennet’s hill, Birmingham 

Boston, Thomas, Renhold, Bedford, Farmer. Jun 15 at 11.30 at the 
Swan Hotel, Bedford. Day and Wade-Gery, St Neots 

Brooke, Robert George, Lupus st, Pimlico, Auctioneer, June 23 at 1 
at offices of Dubois, Serjeant’s inn, Chancery lane. Maynard, 
Clifford’s inn 

Brooks, James. Hindsford, Lancaster, Collier. June 16 at 3 at offices 
of Ramwell and Co, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Brown, Charles Thompson, Walker, Northumberland, Auctioneer. 
June 16 at 3 at offices of Warlow, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne 

hoon Samuel, Warwick, Italian Warehouseman. June 24 at 2.30 
at the Acorn Hotel, Temple st, Birmingham. Brown, Lichfield 

Burton, John, Bolton, Lancaster, Plasterer. June 18 at 3 at offices 
of Grundy, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Bush, Robert John, Charing Cross, Bookseller. 
offices of Laundy and Co, King st, Cheapside. 
ham buildings, Basinghall st 

Bushnell, Joseph. Maidstone, Kent, Ironmonger. June 22 at 12 at 
the Terminus Hotel, London Bridge. Stenning, Maidstone 

Cable, Charles, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Butcher. June 16 at 3.30 at 
offices of Stone and Simpson, Church rd, Tunbridge Wells 

Cheney, Joseph Thomas Antoine, Brighton, Dealer in China, 
17 at 2 at offices of Buckwell, Ship st, Brighton 

Clements, Hammond John, St Martin’s court, Leicester sq, Boot- 
maker. June 12 at 11 at offices of Willis, St Martin’s court, Lei- 
cester si 

Corbett, Charles William, Birmingham, Timber Merchant. June 14 
at 11 at offices of Smith, Temple st, Birmingham 

Costar, Henry Thomas, Leeds, Grocer. June 17 at 11 at offices of 
Dale, Albion st, Leeds 

Coward, William Henry, Southstoke, Somerset, Engineer. June 16 
11 at offices of Clark, Union st, Bath 

Cowl, George Edward, Derby, Surgeon Dentist, June 16 at 12 at 
the Midland Hotel, Derby. Gee, Chesterfield 

Crott, John Henry, Bicester, Oxford, Surgeon. June 22 at 12 at 
offices of Mallam, High st, Oxford 

Crossman, Frederick Hughes, Newton Abbot, Devon, Silversmith. 
June 17 at 11.30 at offices of Andrews, Bedford circus, Exeter. 
Beachey, Newton Abbot 

Cumming, Robert, Harrington, Cumberland, Shopkeeper. June 17 
at 12 at offices of Milburn, Nook st, Workington 

Davies, Joseph, Tipton, Stafford, Grocer. June 16 at 2 at offices of 
Edwards, Waterloo st, Birmingham : 

Dean, George Frederick, Tranmere, Chester, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
June 14 at 11 at offices of Francis, Hamilton sq, Birkenh 

Dixon, George, and James Thomas Dixon, Dewsbury, York, 
Carriers. June 16 at 2 at offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, 
Dewsbury 

Donkersley, Joseph Bedford, and Fenton Donkersley, Huddersfield, 
Woollen Merchants. June 15 at 4 at offices of Learoyd and Co, 
Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

Draycott, John Arthur, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Photographer, 
June 21 at 3 at offices of Saddler and Eddowes, Great Western 


arcade, Birmingham 


June 21 at 3 at offices of 


June 15 at 2 at 
Marshall, Gres- 


June 
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Eglese, Joseph, and Charles Edward Eglese, Bishopsgate st Within, 
Jewellers. June 22 at 2 at offices of Browne and Co, Queen st» 
Cheapside 

Emery, Horace, Heath Town, near Wolverhampton, Baker, June 
then a offices of Smith, Litch Gates, Queen square, Wolver- 

Emery, Peter John, Brighton, Wine Merchant. June 15 at3 at 
offices of Nye, North st, Brighton 

Fairbrother, James, Accrington, Lancaster, Bread Baker. June 21 
at 3 at Commercial Inn, Blackburn rd, Accrington. Whalley, Ac- 
crington 

Fenwick, John, Lynton rd, Bermondsey, Coach Builder. June 12 at 
2 at offices of Neary, Gomm rd, Southwark Park. Bilton, Ren- 
frew rd, Kennington 

Feurer, John, Stonycroft, Lancaster, Merchant’s Clerk. June 18 at 
3 at offices of Simpson and North, Rumford st, Liverpool 

Firth, Edward, and Albert Firth, York, Grocers. June 18 at 3 at 
Creditors’ Association, Parkinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 

Foster, William, Brown st, Bryanston sq. June 16 at 12 at offices 
of Sampson, Marylebone rd 

Frantzmann, Henry, West Kensington rd, Fulham, Baker. June 14 
at 2 at offices of Cayley, Jermyn st, St. James’s 

Gough, John, Clun, out of employment. June 19at 10.30 at Craven 
Arms Hotel, Craven Arms, Salop. Wallis, Hereford 

Green, Robert Ellis, Burbage, Buxton, Derby, out of business. June 
15 at 3 at offices of Leigh, Brown st, Manchester 

Griffiths, John, Bristol, Lime Burner. June 17 at 12 at offices of 
Triggs, Broad st 

Gunnell, David, Elsworth, Cambridge, Farmer. June 17 at 11.30 at 
Unicorn Hotel, St Ives. Watts, St Ives 


Haady, John, Liverpool, Hosier. June 16 at $ i 
South John st, Liverpool sander says 


Harris, Henry John, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. June 22 at 
12 at 17, Pelham st, Nottingham. Brittle, Nottingham 
Harris, Thomas, Kingston-on-'Thames, Coal Merchant. June 15 at 


11 at offices of Sherrard, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Harrison, Cornelius, Whitwich, Leicester, Grocer. June 17 at 12 at 
the Queen’s Head Hotel, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. Fisher and Co 
Haskard, Thomas, O’Stathern, Leicester, Boot and Shoe Manufac- 
turer, June 22 at 3 at offices of Elborne, Brougham chambers, 
Wheeler gate, Nottingham 
Hatton, William, sen, Bristol, Pastry Cook. June 11 at 2 at offices 
of Fussell and Co, Liverpool chambers, Corn st, Bristol 
Heaton, George, Derby, Stonemason. June 22 at 3 at offices of 
Hextall, Full st, Derby 
Herbert, George Thompson, Leeds, Grocer. June 17 at 2 at offices 
of Weston, Park row, Leeds 
Hodgson, John Embleton, Liverpool, Tronmonger. June 21 at 3 at 
offices of Blackhurst and Fretson, Dale st, Liverpool 
Holgate, William, Grindleton, York, Cattle Dealer. June 21 at 10.30 
10.30 at the Old Bull Hotel, Church st, Blackburn. m 
- Clitheroe ; 
oward, Frederick, Everton, Liverpool, Journeyman Butcher. 
21 at 11 at offices of Nicholas, com st, Bristol veyed 
Howlett, Joseph, Wolverhampton, Milliner. June 15 at 12 a} offices 
of Gatis, King st, Wolverhampton 
Hughes, David, Wolverhampton, Carter. June 16 at 11 at offices of 
Stratton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Ingleton, Edward, Sheerness, Kent, Steam Plough Proprietor. June 
23 at 11 at the Bull Hotel, High st, Sittingbourne. Gibson, Sit- 
tingbourne 
Ireland, William, Lancaster, Mercer. June 23 at 3 at the Feathers 
Hotel, Lancaster. Fearenside and Son, Burton 
Jackson, Robert Butterworth, and Theophilus Jackson, Middleton, 
Lancaster, Silk Manufacturers. June 15 at 3 at offices of Hankin- 
son, Queen’s chambers, John Dalton st, Manchester 
spe he He me gore cee Rater Grocer. June 24 at 12 atoffices 
rand Co, North B i 
Sheep hasttana ; ondgate, Bishop Auckland. Bruce, 
Johnson, George, Canterbury, Brewery Manager. June 29 at 2 at 
the Guildhall Tavern. Wightwick and Co, Canterbury 
Jowett, Frank, Thornton, York, Draper. June 17 at 3 at the Credi- 
tors’ Association, 7, Parkinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 
Ker, John, Ardwick, Manchester, Draper. June 17 at 3 at offices of 
2. uttall and Son, John Dalton st, Manchester 
King, Edmund, Leicester, Grocer. June 15 at 2 at offices of Fel- 
_ Stead, Granby st, Leicester 
Kirk, George, St George’s rd, Camberwell, Builder. June 24 at 2 at 
_the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Barber, Old Jewry, Cheapside 
Kitson, William, and Charles Herbert Hesseltine, Bradford, York, 
Timber Merchants. June 16 at 1 at offices of Watson and Dickons, 
‘ Cheapside, Bradford. Beverley, Bradford 
uee, James Ward, Bournemouth, Hants, Lodging house Keeper 
June 23 at 3 at offices of Lacey and Son, ieee, i ae 
Leigh, Thomas, Timperley, Cheshire, Farmer. June 21 at 3 at 
offices of Simpson, Kennedy st, Manchester 
Lilley, John Henry, Studley, Warwick, Coal Merchant. June 24 
at 2 at the Great Western Hotel, Snow hill, Birmingham. Sander- 
son, Warwick 
Lineham, James, Leicester, Contractor. June 21 at 3 at the 
Wellington Hotel, Granby st, Leicester. Christmas, Walbrook 
Lovett, William, Elgin crescent, Bayswater, Captain in the Shrop- 
—e June 21 at 2 at offices of Pyke and Minchin, New- 
Margetts, William, and Edward Tallis, Warwick, Builders. June 18 
at 12 at offices of Kirby, Priory row, Coventry 
Martin, John, John Caverhill Shiells, and James Henry Channing 
Martin, Mark lane, Merchants. June 22 at 2 at offices of 
Cooper Brothers, George row, Mansion House. Rivington and Sns, 
Fenchurch bldngs 
Matthews, Annie Sophia, South Molton st, Oxford st, Dress- 
maker. June 18 at 2 at offices of Mirams, New inn, Strand 
Matthews, Thomas, Swansea, Butcher. June 11 at 11 at offices of 
Thomas, Fisher st, Swansea 
Maude, John, Birmingham, Coal Dealer. June 18 at 3 at offices of 
Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 








——.., 
—— 


McCarthy, Patrick, Hebburn Quay, Durham, Grocer. June } 
at llat offices of Keenlyside and Co, St John’s chambers, Grain, 
st West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

McLean, Charlotte, Maida hill West. June 22 at 2 at offices of Bey, 
nett, Furnival’s inn f 

Newham, William Henry, Leicester, Coal Merchant. June 17 at 12.4 
offices of Shires, Market st, Leicester 

Page, Frederick, Finsbury pavement, Lamp and Stove Deale, 
June 18 at 12 at offices of Poncione, jun, Raymond building, 
Gray’s inn 

Palin John Henry, Liverpool, Butcher. June 17 at 12 at officeso 
Culshaw, Lord st, Live’ 

Palmer, Arthur, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Greengrocer. June 21 at3 
at the Queen’s Hotel, St Mary st, Cardiff. stockwood, jm, 
Bridgend 

Payne, Jane, Birmingham, Butcher. June 17 at 10.15 at offices ¢ 
East, Temple st, Birmingham 

Pilgrim, George, Holloway rd, Holloway, Draper. June 15 at 3x 
offices of Ogle, King’s Cross rd, Gray’s inn rd 

Plant, William Cart, and John Edward Allison, Doncaster, York, 
Tailors. June 17 at 11 at offices of Shirley and Co, St George gat, 
Doncaster 

Pool, John Radcliff, Worcester, Clerk. June 17 at 3 at offices 
Griffiths and Millington, The Foregate, Worcester 

Purves, Andrew, Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. June 11 at 3qy 
offices of Chartres and Co, Grainger st West, Newcastle-upm, 
Tyne 

Randall, Alfred Thomas, Patshull rd, Kentish Town, of no occu 
tion. June 16 at 1 at offices of Willoughby and Winch, Lancasig 
pl, Strand 2 

Richardson, Benjamin, Leeds, Tobacconist. June 15 at 3 at offics 
of Billington, Bond pl, Leeds 

Rippen, James, Carlisle st, Lisson grove, Chandler. June 15 at 2g 
offices of Pain, Marylebone rd 

Robertson, Charles, Everton, Liverpool, Joiner. June 17 at 2% 
offices of Spencer, Orange ct, Castle st, Liverpool. Lockett 

Rourke, George, Gresham st, Trimming Warehouseman. June 239 
1 at Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Letts Brothers, Ban. 
lett’s buildings, Holborn circus 

Ryder, William, Kingswinford, Stafford, Glass Engraver. Junelj 
‘at 11 at offices of Homfray and Holberton, High st, Brierley hill 

Shacleford, Walter, Fore st, Fancy Warehouseman. June 14 atl) 
at offices of Johnson, Fenchurch st 

Singleton, Henry, Birkenhead, Grocer. June 16 at 3 at offices gf 
Thompson, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 

Smith, Courtenay Clarke, Liverpool rd, out of business. June 169) 
12 at offices of Swaine, King st, Cheapside 

Smith, John Samuel, Hereford, Grocer. June 17 at 11 at Grew 
Dragon Hotel, Heref:rd. James and Bodenham 

Smith, Joseph, Cricklade, Wilts, Grocer. June 12 at 10 at officess 
Jackson, Albion buildings, New Swindon 

Sneyd, Thomas, Walsall, Stafford, Chemist. 
of Cotterell, Bridge st, Walsall 

Spalding, William Richard, Leyton, Essex, Chemist. 
at Bakers’ Arms Tavern, Lea Bridge rd, Leyton. 
Broad st 

Stokes, Frederick, Walsall, Stafford, Buckle Maker. June 15 at3w 
Stork Hotel, Walsall. East, Birmingham 

Storey, James, and William French Storey, Manchester, Mam 
facturers of Mantles. June 18 at 4,30 at offices of Addleshaw ar 
Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Sykes, Gill, Hopton, York, Book-keeper. June 18 at 3 at offices ¢ 
Booth, John William st, Huddersfield 

Thomas, George, Chester, Auctioneer. June 16 at 11 at offices qj 
Nicholson, Grosvenor chambers, Newgate st 

Trask, John, Northington, Hants, Yeoman. June 17 at 1 at Ropil 
Hotel, Winchester. Watts, Yeovil 

Tutin, Thomas, Nottingham, Builder. June 22 at 11 at the Assemb 
pee Low pavement, Nottingham. Dowson and Wright, No 
tingham 

Vernon, Henry, jun, Alnwick, Northumberland, Watchmaker. Jum 
10 at 11 at the Incorporated Law Society, Royal arcade, Newcastle, 
upon-Tyne 

Walker, Francis, Ravenstone, Derby, out of business. June 15 at} 
at the Queen’s Head Hotel, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. Fisher and Co, 
Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Ward, James, Defford, Worcester, Fruit Dealer. June 15 at 48 
offices of Pace, Pershore 

Watkinson, Henry, Heath Charnock, Lancaster, Builder. Junel8 
3 at offices of Dowling and Urry, Wood st, Bolton 

Webb, Uriah, Tower hill, Licensed Victualler. June 22 at 11 at office 
of Briant, Winchester house, Old Broad st 

Wilkinson, Frank, Huddersfield, Grocer. June 15 at 3 at offices ¢ 
Ainley and Hall, New st, Huddersfield 

Williams, Moses, Bryn Gwynedd, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Clerk of 
Works. June 19 at 12 at the Imperial Hotel, Colwyn Bay. Davies 
Holywell 

Wilson, Joseph, Mold, Flint, Innkeeper. June 25 at 2 at offices of 
Walker and Smith, Abbey gateway, Northgate st, Chester 

Woods, William, Liverpool, Stationer. June 16 at 3 at offices of 
Yates and Co, Water st, Liverpool 

Woodward, Henry, Woolston, Southampton, Dairyman. June lla 
3 at offices of Shutte, Portland st, Southampton 

Wordsworth, John, Hoytand Nether,tVork, Boiler Maker. June B 
at 4 at offices of Rideal, Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 

Young, Alexander John, Glanton Pyke, Northumberland, Farme. 

= 16 at 11 at offices of Forster and Paynter, Fenkle st, All 
wic 





June 15 at 3 at offics 


June 16 a 
Vernede, Ne 


Turspay, Jungs, 1890. 

Ashby, George, Caterham, Surrey, Grocer. June 21 at.2 at offices: 
of Parnell, Fenchurch st 

Bailey, Robert Hugh, Marshwood, Dorset, Grocer. 
at the George Hotel, Axminster. Tweed F 

Barringer, Thomas Stevens Wright. Margate, Kent, Tobacconist 
June 17 at 12.30 at offieds of Greenhill, Staple inn, Holborn 

Barrington, Joseph, Birmingham, Corn Dealer. June 18 at 10.30 & 
offices of East, Temple st, Birmingham 

Bass, George, Canterbury, Grocer. June 26 at 12 at offices of Co 


June 21 at 11.30 








lard, Castle st, Canterbury 
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Bayliss, Thomas, Oxford, Stationer. 
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"Bater, James, and James Stevens Bater, South Molton, Devon, Boot 


Manufacturers. June 21 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. 
Barker, Union court, Old Broad st 
June 21 at 12 at offices of 


Bickerton, St Michael’s chambers, Ship st, Oxford 

Beddows, John, coe Poultry Dealer. June 16 at 11 at 
offices of Wilson, Temple row, Birmingham — 

Bell, Frederick John, Scarborough, out of business. June 16 at3 at 
offices of Crowther, Huntriss row, Scarborough 

Bell, Robert, and George Bell, South Shields, Brewers. June 21 at 
11 at the Law Society, Royal arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Dun- 
ean and Duncan, South Shields 

Bell, Sam, Brimington, Derby, Labourer. June 22 at 12 at offices 
of Cowdell, High st, Chesterfield 

Billings, John, Hinckley, Leicester, Builder. June 21 at 11 at the 
George Hotel, Hinckley. Bland, Hinckley 

Boby, George Scott, Walsham-le-Willows, Suffolk, Farmer. July 1 
at 11 at the White Horse Hotel, Stowmarket. Gudgeon 

Bordessa, William James, Liverpool, Assistant Sheriff’s Officer. 
June 23 at 11 at offices of Carruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Boyce, James Edward, Charles Louis Boyce, and William James 
Gell, Birmingham, Brassfounders. June 29 at 2 at the Queen’s 
Hotel, Stephenson place, Birmingham. Ryland and Co, Birming- 

m 


ha’ 

Burton, William, Nottingham, Lace Frilling Manufacturer. June 
21 at 11 at offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Carr, Charles McDowell, Pontefract, York, out of business. June 19 
at 12 at offices of Richards, Market place, Pontefract 

Chesswass, Thomas William, Kingston-on-Thames, Ironmonger. 
June 24 at 3 at offices of Alsop and Co, Great Marlborough st 

Clough, Thomas Dunn, Rochdale, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. June 
22 at 2.30 at offices of Brierley, Butts avenue, Rochdale 

Cohen, Samuel, Hackney rd, Boo} Manufacturer. June 18 at 3 at 
offices of Harcourt, Moorgate st 4 

Collins, George Charles, Aston Manor, near Birmingham, General 
Dealer. June 21 at 3 at offices of Buller and Bickley, Bennett's 
hill, Birmingham 

Crisp, Mary, Letheringham, Suffolk, Farmer. 
of Wood, Woodbridge 

Cutting, George, Stanton, Suffolk, Farmer. June 21 at 12 at the 
Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Gross 

Davies, John, Bishop’s Castle, Salop, Farmer. June 28 atl at the 
Castle Hotel, Bishop’s Castle. Newill, Bishop's Castle 

Davis, George Ellerd, Waltham New Town, Hertford, Butcher's 
Manager. June 23 at 11 at offices of Ewen and Roberts, Park st, 
West Luton 

Dimond, James, Pitminster, Somerset, Farmer. 
offices of Reed and Cook, Paul st, Taunton 

Dodson, William, Sheffield, Beerhouse keeper. 
offices of Fairburn, Bank st, Sheffield 

Duke, Thomas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Butcher. June 18 at 3 at offices 
of Summers, Manor st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Elliott, Frederick, Paddock villas, Kilburn, Ropemaker. 
2 at offices of Moore, Mark lane 

Evans, David Benjamin, Mardy Ferndale, Glamorgan, Grocer. June 
- at 12 at the Queen’s Hotel, Cardiff. Linton and Kenshole, Aber- 

are 

Freemantle, Sarah, Gosport, Hants, Butcher. 
of King, North st, Portsea 

Grant, Thomas, Eltham, Kent, Boot Manufacturer. June 23 at1 at 
the White Hart Tavern, Greenwich. Biggenden, Finsbury sq 

Grey, John, Washington, Durham, Boot Maker. June 21 at 12 at 
offices of Holmes and Robson, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Hall, Matthew, Bramley, near Leeds, Wholesale Clothier. June 21 
at 3 at offices of Turner and Hewson, Park sq, Leeds 

Harvey, Selina, Birmingham, Milliner. June 18 at 12 at offices of 
Hawkes and Weekes, ''emple st, Birmingham 

Harwood, James, Bridgwater, Timber Merchant. June 21 at 12.30 
at Clarence Hotel, Bridgwater. Reed and Cook, Bridgwater 

Heard, Thomas, Ipswich, Hop Merchant. June 25 at 12 at offices 
of Pollard, Lawrence st, Ipswich 

Howell, George Alfred, Stock Exchange, Stock-jobber. 
at offices of Rubinstein, Regent st, Waterloo pl 

Hulme, George Edwin, Manchester, Hosier. June 23 at 3 at offices 
of Pratt, King st, Manchester 

Theson, George, Batley, York, Eating house keeper. June 21 at 4 at 
offices of Wooler, Exchange buildings, Batley 

Jagger, Joseph, Huddersfield, Millhand. June 19 at 2 
Sykes and Son, Market st, Huddersfiel 

Jeandin, Peter, Sheffield, Basket Maker. 
Mellor, Queen st, Sheffield 

Johns, Jane, Redruth, Cornwall, Dress Maker. 
offices of Paigh and Kelly, Redruth 

Johnson, John, South Shields, Innkeeper. 
Newlands, King st, South Shields 

Jones, Richard, Shifnal, Salop, General Dealer. June 23 at 2 at 
Great Western Hotel, Birmingham. Leake, Shifnal 

Jones, Richard, Liverpool, Coal Agent. June 21 at 3 at offices of 
Gee, North John st, Liverpool 

Jones, Thomas, Swansea, Shipwright. June 19 at 11 at offices of 
Moy Evans, Wind st, Swansea 

Laurence, Francis, Stroud, Gloucester, out of business. June 21 at 
12 at offices of Smith and Stafford, Bedford st, Stroud 

Lewis, Alfred, New st, Kennington pk rd, Oilman. June 22 at 2 at 
offices of Crafter, Blackfriars rd 

Luff, John William, New Kent rd, Furniture Dealer. 

Wood’s Tavern, Portugal st. King, Walbrook 

Mancrief, John Thomas, Wisbech St Peter, Cambridge, Farmer. 

June 25 at 11 at offices of Wilkin, Bridge House, Wisbech 
ews, Andrew, Birmingham, Printer, June 21 at 11 at offices 

of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 

McClelland, Samuel, Southport, Lancaster, Coach Builder. June 19 
at 11 at offices of Best, London st, Southport 

Meadows, Henry, Clay Cross, Derby, Provision Cealer. 
3 at offices of Stanton, New Square, Chesterfield 

Meyer, Julius Jacob, King’s Cross, Coal Merchant. June 15 at 10 

at Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn. Hope, Bell yard 


June 23 at 3 at offices 


June 21 at 11 at 


June 21 at 4.30 at 


June 24 ab 


June 22 at 4 at offices 


July 1 at 3 


at offices of 
June 21 at 12 at offices of 
June 22 at 11 at 


June 18 at 3 at offices of 


June 17 at 11 


June 21 at 











Minter, Thomas, jun, Boughton-under-Bleau, Kent, Farmer. Jung 
22 at 12 at Dolphin Hotel, Faversham. Tassell and Son, Fayer- 
sham 

Mitchelson, Alexander, Park rd, Clapham, Cheesemonger. June 21 
at 2 at offices of Weln.an, Wesbourne grove, Bayswater 

Morrison, Duncan, Liverpool, Sack Merchant. June 22 at 3 at 
offices of Lupton, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Mosley, John, New Mill, near Huddersfield, Stone Merchant. June 
21 at 3 at offices of Booth, Lane End, Holmfirth 

Nicholson, John, North Shields, Boot Maker. June 21 at 3 at offices 
of Smith, Camden st, North Shields 

Oram, Edward Robert, Lincoln st, Bow rd, Traveller. June 18 at 3 
at offices of Lane, Gresham st 

Page, George, New Basford, Nottingham, Baker. June 22 at 12 at 
offices of Thorpe and Thorpe, Friar lane, Nottingham 

Page, James, Nottingham, Provision Dealer. June 22 at 11 at offices 
of Wells and Hind, Fletcher gate, Nottingham 

Park, Hugh Storey. Manchester, Merchant. June 23 at 3 at offices 
of Earle and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Peake, James, Wellington, Salop, Innkeeper. June 22 at 11.30 at 
offices of Leake, High st. Shifnal 

Pearce, George, Westrip, Gloucester, Wheelwright. 22 at 12 
at offices of Smith and Stafford, Bedford st, Stroud 

Peplow, Edward, Adrian ter, West Brompton, Watchmaker. June 

16 at 4 at offices of Marshall, Chancery lane 

Pestell, John, Chinnor, Oxford, Lace Dealer. June 24 at 2 at the 
George Hotel, Aylesbury. White, Queen st, Cheapside 

Pinder, Joseph Sheard, Sale, Chester. June 22 at 3 at offices of 
Credland, Cross st, Manchester 

Porter, George, Widnes, Lancaster, Assistant. June 24 at 11 at 
offices of Fletcher, Northwich é 

Povey, John, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancaster, Smith. June 23 at 3 
at offices of Kershaw, Market pl, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Pratt, William Arrowsmith, York, Shoeing Smith. June 22 at 11 at 
offices of York, Low Ousegate, York 

Price, Henry George, Neptune st, Rotherhithe, Baker. 
at offices of Fowler, Borough High st 

Raymond, Charles George, Parson’s Mead, Croydon, Pianoforte 
Maker. June 17 at 11 at the Green Dragon Hotel, High st, Croy- 
don. Dennis, Croydon 

Rimington, Charles, Derby, Saddler. 
Flint, Full st, Derby 

Savage, Thomas, Chipping Campden, Gloucester, Tailor. 
at 2 at offices of Barkes, Moreton-in-Marsh 

Scott, William, Silverstone, Northampton, Shoemaker. 
3 at offices of Sheppard, Towcester 

Scragg, John, Rode Heath. Chester, Joiner. 
offices of Hollingshead, Tunstall 

Shanassy, John, Birkenhead, Chester, Grocer. June 23 at 3 at 
— of Leeming, Duncan st, Birkenhead. Thompson, Birken- 

ead 

Shreeve, George, and Samuel Wilsher, St Ann’s rd, Tottenham 
June 24 at 3 at 12, Bishopgate st Without. Cridge, Bishopgate st 
Within 

Sirey, Amos, Reading, Berks, Butcher. 
of Creed, the Forbury, Reading 

Sibson, Thomas, Leicester, '"homas, Timber Merchant. 
3 at offices of Stone and Co, Welford pl, Leicester 

Smallbone, George, Rotherwick, Hampshire, out of business. 
21 at 12 at offices of Creed, the Forbury, Reading 

Spann, Samuel, Runcorn, Chester, Licensed Victualler. June 24 at 
2 at offices of 25. Duke st, Liverpool. Day and Lake, Runcorn 

Stacey, William, Coventry, Upholsterer. June 22 at 11 at offices of 
Goate, Priory row, Coventry 

Stevens, George, and Walter Stevens, Sidlesham, Sussex, Grocers. 
June 22 at 3.30 at Dolphin Hotel, Chichester. Nye, Brighton 

Stevens, John, Devouport, Refreshment house Keeper. June 17 at 
11 at offices of Square, George st, Plymouth : 

Stevenson, Montague Dickin, Bath, Wine and Spirit Merchant. 
June 21 at 2at Grand Pump Room Hotel, Bath. Murley and Co 

Thomas, George, Chester, Auctioneer. June 16 at 11 at Grosvenor 
Hotel, Chester, in lieu of the place originally named 

Thomas, ‘Thomas, Llantrissant, Glamorgan, Carpenter. June 24 at 
3 at offices of Hollier and Williams, Penuel sq, Pontypridd 

Thornton, John Henry, Huddersfield, Auctioneer. June 23 at 11 at 
offices of Sykes and Son, Market st, Huddersfield 

Tack, Thomas Powell, Lowes, Radnor, Farmer. June 23 at3 at the 
Crown Hotel, Hay. Cheese, Hay 

Turner, John Henry, Ewshott, near 
June 16 at 11 at 13, Friar st, Reading. Dodd, Friar st, Reading 

Uwins, Alfred, Battle, Sussex, Draper. June 18 at 11 at the Guild- 
hall Coffee-house, Guildhall. Sheppard, Battle 

Viney, Robert, High st, Peckham, Grocer. June 23 at 3 at offices of 
Woollacott, Old Broad st 

Ward, Jabez the younger, High Bentham, York, Draper. June 22 
at 1 at the Royal Oak Hotel, High st, Bentham. Thompson, High 
Bentham 

Warden, Francis, Brighton, late a Colonel in 106th Regiment. June 
23 at 3 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Lamb and Evett, 
Brighton 

Warschawski, Saul, Thrapstone, Northampton, Clothier. June 19 
at 1 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Gaches, Peterborough 

Waters, Charles William, Southampton, Solicitor. June 22 at 2 at 
offices of Adams and Co, Jewry st, Winchester 

Webster, Isaacs Rains, Seymour st, Euston sq, Grocer. June 24 at 
3at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Windybank, Finsbury- 
pavement 

Wells, Jonah, Kingston-on-Thames, Tailor. 
of Alsop and Co, Great Marlborough st 

Wharton, Edward George, Northallerton, York, Cabinet, Maker. 
June 18 at 3 at offices of Waistell, Northallerton 

Whild, William, Birmingham, Brewers Assistant. June 21 at 12 at 
offices of Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

White, Joseph, Wolverhampton, Horse Dealer. June 19 at 11 at 
offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Wilcox, Isaac Francis, Hart st, Wood st, Licensed Victualler. July 

1 at 3 at offices of Harcourt, Moorgate st 
Williams, David, Gilwern, Breconshire, Farmer. June 23 at 12 at 
the Angel Hotel, Abergavenny. Gardener, Abergavenny 


June 


June 29 at 3 


June 21 at 3 at offices of 
June 18 
June 21 at 


June 19 at 10.30 at 


June 22 at 11 at offices 
June 25 at 


June 


Farnham, Surrey, Builder. 


June 25 at 3 at offices 
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Wills, Joseph, Cardiff, Mechanical Engineer. June 21 at 2 at offices 
of Downing, Vienna chambers, Bute Docks, Cardiff 

Winden, Louis, Reading, Berks, Grocer. June 21 at 3 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Friar st, Reading. Beale and Martin, Reading 

Wood, Horace, Smarden, Kent, Farmer. June 22 at 3 at the Sara- 
cen’s Head Hotel, Ashford. Norwood, Charing 
ood, Marsh, Charlton, Kent, Yardman. June 23 at 3 at the 
Queen’s Head Hotel, Canterbury. Hallett and Co, Ashford 

Worvill, William Ambrose, Tingewich, Bucks, Boot Maker. June 
25 at 3 at offices of Pellatt, High st, Banbury 





5 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteod Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage fcr Breakfa:t, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aod Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheape s 
hea Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro 

ibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d, &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 


SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Opposite the British Museum), 
Will be gladto orward his Pampblet on Painless Dentistry, free 
enclosed by post, which explains the most unique systerm of the adjus 
ment of ARTIFICIAL TEETH without pain. 
CONSULTATION FREE FROM 10 TO 5. 


EDE AND 50N 
ROBE ake MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicia! Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 

SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AN QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITYS CLERGY GOWNS, &C 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94. CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
T= MACNIVENE CAME 
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PUBLIC NOTICE.—Beware of the party who offers imitations of 
MACNIVEN & CAMERON’S Pens. 

Sold at 6d. and 1s. per Box by ail Stationers. Sample box of all 
the kinds assorted, by post Is. 1d. 

“They come as a boon and a blessing to men, 
The Pickwick, the Owl, and the Waverley Pen.” 
Just out, THE HINDOO PEN, 1, 2, and 3. 

“*In the three gradated oblique points they are simply inesti- 
mable.’’—“‘ Examiner.” 
Patentees of Pens and Penholders—MACNIVEN & CAMERON, 

23 to 33, Blair-street, Edinburgh. (Established 1770.) 
Penmakers to Her Majesty’s Government Offices. 











AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS AND 
SOLICITORS, 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS 


This new Ink supplies the demand continual!y made but never 
before met, for a Red Ink which is uninjured by Steel or other 
Metallic Pens, Steel Pens left in this ink for months do not impair 
the beauty of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least corroded by it. 
The existing Red Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red 
colour if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens, This new colour 
isa very rich scarlet red of great beauty. The colour of this ink is 
not affected by use upon parchment, and is consequently of great 
value to Solicitors and Draughtsmen, 

Sold in stone bottles, retail at 1s., 2s.,3°; and Imperial Quarts cf 
49 ounces at 6s.each. Also in glass bottles at 6d. and 1s. each. 


RESTAURANT PARISIEN 
(LATE MADME. JANET), 
10, CASTLE-STREET, HOLBORN 
(OPPOSITE THE PRUDENTIAL INSURANCE COMPANY). 

First-class luncheon Bar for gentlemen in the neighbourhood, Public 
and Private Dining Rooms. Dinners for 38. 64., 48. 6d., 5s, 64,, 79, 6d., 
and 108.64, Wili be served in the Private Dining Rooms; no extra 
charge {cr reom or pianof.rte, Choicest Wines, Beer, and Spirits.— 
Proprietors, Donzz bRoruens, 








ATES & ALEXANDER, General Printers, Long. 
dale Buildings, 27, Chancery-lane, immediately opposite the 
Chancery-lane Post-office. 


1 4S: Parliamentary, and General Printing by 
Yates & Alexander, 27, Chancery-lane. 








GTATEMENTS of Olaim and Defence, Affidavits, 
Petitions, and Pleadings printed by Yates & Alexander. 


$$$ L, 


UCTIONEERS’ Work, Particulars and Conditions 


of Sale, Posters, &c., printed by Yates & Alexander. 





[DAMPHLETS, Books, Newspapers, Circulars, Rules 


and Regulations of Societies printed by Yates & Alexander, 


PROsPECTUsES of Public Companies, Memo. 


randa and Articles of Association, Share Certificates, Receipts, 
Notices, &c., printed by Yates & Alexander, 27, Chancery-lane. 


Bg rentah for Cash allowed by Yates & Alexander, 


Lonsdale Buildings, 27, Chancery-lane. 








Pyeng PRINTING WORKS, 27, Chancery- 


lane, immediately opposite the Chancery-lane Post-office. 





The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1879. 


Every requisite onder the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the properform for registration and distribution. BHARKE CER. 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’ 


inn). 
Annualand other Returns Stamped and Fi'ed. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
H ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 


direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special ins 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continue? 
Support.—N.6. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 
care and promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for adverstise 
ment and file of ** Luadon Gazette’ kept, By aonointment. 





HURGOOD & CO., Estate and Land Agents 
Surveyors and Auctionerrs, tonsdale Chambers, 27, Chancery- 
lane, W.C., hold PERIODICAL SA! ES of Property, at the MART, the 
Second Tuesday in each month. Railway, School Bourd, Corporation, 
Board of Works, and other Compens tions conducted. Valuations for 
Probate, Mortgages, &c. Estates managed. 
A scale of charges upon application. 





M ESSRS. DEBENHAM,TEWSON & FARMERS 
LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, inclnding 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be oorsinea. free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, B.C, 
or wil! be sent by postin return for two stamps,— Particulars for inser 
tin shoulde be received not later thay four days previous to the end 
fo ‘ha precding month. 











By order of the Executors of the late William Mather.—To Mer- 
chants, Warehousemen, Drugyists’ Sundriesmen, and others.— 
Corner of Farringdon-road and Cross-street.—Highly important, 
modern, substantial stone and brick built Freehold Warehouse 
Property, occupying one of the finest sites in this desirable aud 
rapidly improving locality. 


M ESSRS. TATHAM are instructed to SELL by 

AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, Bank, 
MONDAY, JUNE 28, this magnificent pile of BUILDINGS, occu- 
pying a very prominent position at the corner of Farringdon-r 
and Cross-street, to both of which thoroughfares the property is 
very extensive frontag The pr , Which will be sold with 
possession, consist of a spacious basement, ground, and three upper 
floors, all of which are lofty and exceedingly well lighted, and con- 
tain a total floor space of 17,750 square fect; they were especially 
built for carrying on the business of a druggists’ sundriesman, bub 
are suitable for many diffprent trades. 

Particulars and plans are now preparing, and in due time may be 
had of Messrs. Bullock & Worthington, Solicitors, Manchester; 
Messrs, Chester, Mayhew, Holden, Broome, Staple-inn, W.C.s 
= A Messrs. ‘Tatham, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 34, Essex-6' 

trand, 
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